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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The study of marital success and adjustment has been one of the major 
foci of family sociology for nearly half a century and can be traced back 
to the classic works of Hamilton (1929), Bernard (1933), Terman (1938), 
and Burgess and Cottrell (1939). Since their time, a large body of evi­
dence has been accumulated in the field. While the concept of marital 
adjustment continues to be widely employed in both research and teaching, 
serious questions concerning the validity and ultimate value of marital 
adjustment work have arisen—particularly within the last ten years. The 
most serious charge leveled by marital adjustment critics is that current­
ly available measures of marital adjustment are so contaminated by social 
desirability and conventionality that they are of little value. If this 
is true, family sociology may need to cast aside marital adjustment, as 
currently conceptualized and measured, as a "relic of the past." If, on 
the other hand, this charge is not true, the cloud of doubt which has hung 
over marital adjustment should be lifted so that we can move forward and 
build upon the base of knowledge we presently possess concerning marital 
adjustment. 
Ellis (1948) was one of the first to voice a concern about the possi­
ble contamination of marital adjustment measures by social desirability 
and/or conventionality. Ellis (1948, p. 716) states: 
Thus, it has been found that respondents who say that they are 
happily married—or who answer postmarital adjustment question­
naires so that they obtain relatively high scores on them—show 
greater attachments to their parents, come from homes in which 
the parents were happily married, come from generally good family 
backgrounds, have a history of childhood happiness, and claim to be 
virginal or almost virginal at marriage. But these traits. 
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obviously, are precisely those one would expect to find in, or 
expect to find claimed by, conservative and conventional re­
spondents . 
Kirkpatrick (1963) makes a similar point by contending that marital ad­
justment scores may be a measure of deviation from middle-class norms 
rather than marital adjustment in some absolute sense. Cone (1967) re­
analyzed data from a study by Dymond (1954) which showed personality dif­
ferences between happily and unhappily married couples in terms of social 
desirability. Cone concluded that we must recognize the alternative ex­
planation of Dymond's findings in terms of social desirability. 
The most vigorous attack on the validity of marital adjustment work 
has come from Edmonds (1967) and Edmonds et al. (1972). Edmonds (1967, 
p. 682) examines conventionalization and defines it as "the extent to 
vhich appraisal of a phenomenon is distorted in the direction of social 
desirability."^ Edmonds developed both a long- and short-form scale of 
marital conventionalization. The short-form weighted scale obtained al­
most identical results as the longer scale (r = .99). The marital con­
ventionalization scales were composed of items to which the respondents 
answered either "true" or "false" depending on whether the statement 
applied to them, their mate, or their marriage. The content of the state­
ments referred to the most highly valued aspects of marriage such as 
happiness, love, harmony, presence or absence of regret, etc. The state­
ments were so worded that the conventional response to each was so "good" 
Since conventionalization is defined in terms of social desirabili­
ty, where possible, social desirability will be used in this dissertation 
in order to avoid the confusion of using social desirability and conven­
tionalization interchangeably to refer to the same phenomenon. 
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as to be considered impossible by Edmonds. To measure marital adjustment, 
Edmonds used the Locke-Wallace short form (Locke and Wallace, 1959). He 
found that the marital conventionalization scale correlates about .63 with 
Locke-Wallace. Edmonds (1967, p. 687) uses this fact to contend that: 
. . . future studies of marital adjustment must deal with the 
conventionalization variable when basing their conclusions upon 
self-appraisal or other-appraisal data. Correspondingly, the 
data and theory already accumulated in this area are thrown into 
serious question. 
Edmonds et al. (1972) empirically examine the relationship between 
marital conventionalization and marital adjustment using three independent 
samples. Their data clearly confirm that there is a "strong and pre­
vailing" tendency for persons to distort the appraisal of their marriages 
in the direction of social desirability. Edmonds et al. (1972, p. 99-100) 
state: 
. . . the data clearly show that the most carefully validated and 
widely used scale of marital adjustment, the Locke-Wallace (short) 
Scale, is heavily contaminated by the tendency of persons to de­
ceive themselves and others that their marriages are "better" than 
they really are. 
The correlations between marital conventionalization and marital adjust­
ment in the three samples were +.63, +.53, and +.70. 
While the critics of marital adjustment appear to present a strong 
case, all of the evidence is not on their side. Hawkins (1966) studied 
the relationship between marital adjustment scores and social desirabili­
ty. The Locke-Wallace Short Marital Adjustment Test and the Marlowe-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964) were employed. 
The correlation between the two variables was .31 for husbands (p < .05) 
and .37 for wives (p < .01). Hawkins concluded that, while significant. 
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these correlations do not even come close to the size of the correlations 
that would be expected if a social desirability response set were the sole 
or major determinant of the variance in marital satisfaction scores. 
Murstein and Beck (1972) examined person perception, marital adjust­
ment, and social desirability. They used the Locke-Wallace scale for the 
measurement of marital adjustment and Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization 
Scale for social desirability. Murstein and Beck point out that the 
validity of Edmonds' work depends on the assumption that an individual who 
is happily married will tend to perceive his mate objectively rather than 
exaggerating his/her virtues. If, however, happily married individuals 
actually tend to exaggerate the sterling qualities of their mates, par-
tialling out all variance associated with martial adjustment scores, as 
Edmonds suggests, will partial out valid variance and will hardly improve 
validity. In discussing their findings, Murstein and Beck (1972, p. 402) 
state: 
Last, the data do not support the belief that 'marital conven­
tionalization' is a major contaminating factor in assessing marital 
adjustment. Although 'marital conventionalization' and marital 
adjustment were significantly correlated (.56 for men and .59 for 
women), the partialling out of marital conventionalization did not 
appreciably lower most of the significant correlations between 
marital adjustment and the various perception scores. This finding 
suggests that happily married people exaggerate their spouses' 
qualities, but this fact does not account for the relationship of 
their perception scores to marital adjustment. 
Dean and Lucas (1975) included social desirability as a factor in 
looking at marital adjustment. They used the Locke-Wallace Marital Ad­
justment Scale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. The 
correlation between the two scales was found to be .26. The authors 
(Dean and Lucas, 1975, p. 11) contend that social desirability hardly 
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affected correlations between marital adjustment and other scales and that, 
"should further research confirm this inconsequential relationship, both 
conventionalization and social desirability may be dismissed from further 
concern." 
A final, logical argument against Edmonds' contention is based on 
data which suggest a curvilinear relationship between marital satisfaction 
and stage of the family life cycle (Rollins and Feldman, 1970; Rollins and 
Cannon, 1974; Spanier et al., 1975). In view of this demonstrated curvi­
linear relationship, Edmonds' argument that marital adjustment measures 
are heavily contaminated by marital conventionalization, would also imply 
that middle-aged couples with school-aged children are less conventional 
and less concerned about appearing in a socially desirable manner than 
couples in both the early years of marriage and the later years of mar­
riage. Such a contention is, at best, dubious. 
A full decade has elapsed since the publication of Edmonds' (1967) 
original article. However, there still appears to be a great deal of 
confusion over how to interpret the ambiguous research findings concerning 
the relationship between marital adjustment and marital conventionaliza­
tion/social desirability. This confusion is demonstrated by the various 
ways the topic is approached in a number of recent marriage and family 
textbooks. Melville (1977, p. 294) ends a discussion of Edmonds' 1967 
article by stating "... Edmonds is right, studies based upon self-
reports undoubtedly underreport marital dissatisfaction" (emphasis added). 
Hoult et al. (1978) cite Edmonds (1967) and conclude that it seems wise 
not to use the marriage adjustment idea and, instead, to discuss marital 
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relationships in terms of interaction which they conceptualize as a con­
tinuum with constructive and destructive extremes. On the other hand, 
some books handle the issue by totally ignoring it (Cox, 1978; Nass, 
1978). It would seem that an indepth reexamination of the relationship 
between marital adjustment and social desirability is needed. Such an 
examination is the purpose of this dissertation. 
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CHAPTER II, THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 
Since Edmonds (1967) and Edmonds et al. (1972) present the only em­
pirical evidence that marital adjustment measures are heavily contaminated 
by social desirability, their findings warrant careful scrutiny to deter­
mine whether or not other plausible explanations (besides the tendency to 
give socially desirable answers) exist for their findings. This chapter 
will outline a theoretical explanation for the high correlation Edmonds 
obtained between marital conventionalization and marital adjustment and 
then derive empirically testable hypotheses. 
Theoretical Strategy 
For those who agree with Lewin's (quoted in Wrightsman, 1977) state­
ment that "there is nothing so practical as a good theory," the area of 
marital adjustment must appear as a barren wasteland. Most marital ad­
justment research has been simply atheoretical. The present attempt at 
theoretical explanation, therefore, requires the development of new 
theory. Strategies for the development of family theory have been dis­
cussed by Aldous (1970) and Broderick (1971). The strategy employed here 
is a combination of what Aldous referred to as borrowed theory and 
Broderick termed the strategy of multiple perspectives. Borrowed theory 
refers to borrowing concepts from other areas within one's own discipline 
or from other disciplines. The following discussion will rely heavily 
upon a number of theoretical approaches borrowed from social psychology. 
The strategy of multiple perspectives, on the other hand, takes advantage 
of the existence of established conceptual frameworks by attempting to 
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integrate them around narrowly-defined particular social processes. It 
does not attempt to integrate them systematically and across the board. 
In other words, an attempt will be made in this chapter to apply a number 
of social psychological theories to the process of marital adjustment and 
to the effect social desirability has on our measures of it. 
Social Construction of Reality 
If we are to understand why people answer questions about their mar­
riage the way they do, we need to know something about why they get mar­
ried in the first place and what meaning marriage has for them. Berger 
and Kellner (1964) point out that ever since Durkheim it has been a com­
monplace of family sociology that marriage serves as a protection against 
anomie for the individual. They contend that marriage is a crucial nomic 
instrumentality in our society and that it occupies a privileged status 
among the significant validating relationships for adults. Put another 
way, marriage is a social arrangement that creates for the individual the 
sort of order in which he can experience his life as making sense. In 
other words, marriage plays a significant part in the individual's "social 
construction of reality" as the term is used by Berger and Luckmann 
(1967). According to Berger and Kellner, the reality of the world is sus­
tained through conversation with significant others and one of the most 
important characteristics of marital conversation is that it has dominance 
over all others. Berger and Kellner (1964, p. 12) state: 
Marriage thus posits a new reality. The individual's relationship 
with this new reality, however, is a dialectical one—he acts upon 
it, in collusion with the marriage partner, and it acts back upon 
both him and the partner, welding together their reality. 
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A certain degree of support for the above argument is provided by Lee's 
(1974) finding of an inverse association between anomie and marital satis­
faction. 
Social Comparison Theory 
The process involved in the social construction of reality is con­
sistent with social comparison theory as formulated by Festinger (1950, 
1954). The theory was first developed to consider the effects of social 
communication on opinion change in group situations (Festinger, 1950) but 
was later expanded to include the evaluation of opinions and abilities. 
The basic assumption of social comparison theory is that there exists a 
need to evaluate one's opinions and abilities (Festinger, 1954). People 
will rely on objective reality as a basis for evaluation when possible, 
but they will rely on social reality (the opinions of others) when objec­
tive reality is not available. The process of social comparison described 
by Festinger (1954) would obviously operate in marriage as well as in 
other small groups. Therefore, the marriage partner may well serve as a 
basis against which an individual will evaluate his/her opinions and 
abilities. If this is true, we can assume that many of the aspects of the 
social comparison process described by Festinger (1954) operate in the 
conjugal setting. The theory holds that, given a choice, an individual 
will choose someone close to his own opinion or ability for comparison and 
that an individual will cease comparing himself with persons in the group 
whose opinions or abilities are greatly discrepant from his own. As 
applied to marriage, this would mean that we could expect people to be 
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attracted to and select as a spouse someone who is basically similar to 
themselves. Such an expectation is consistent with the empirical findings 
from literally hundreds of studies that, almost without exception, mates 
are more alike than they are different in physical, social, and psycholog­
ical characteristics (Udry, 1974). 
The case has been made above that the segregated world of marriage 
creates and validates joint, subjectively-constructed definitions of so­
cial reality. The dynamics of how such definitions come to develop and be 
perpetuated has not yet been examined. Hall and Taylor (1976) believe 
that one key to this issue lies in the role of marital idealization. 
Marital idealization is the belief that one's own spouse or family is 
better than others. Hall and Taylor (1976, p. 752) contend, . . it is 
via this vehicle of idealization that socially derived constructions of 
reality are maintained." This is the case because a continually high 
evaluation of one's spouse would be crucial not only for the survival of 
the marriage, but for the continuance of one's world view as well. By 
enhancing the other's value through idealization, the spouse can continue 
to be a source of positive reinforcement for beliefs, attitudes, and 
values. The question now becomes whether or not idealization actually 
occurs. This question is not a new one. In their classic study of 
Detroit couples. Blood and Wolf (1960) found that wives report having 
fewer arguments with their husbands than the "average family." Waller 
(1937) hypothesized that idealization of one's partner is an important 
element of courtship, and Burgess and Wallin (1968) found a slight tenden­
cy to idealize one's partner both before and after marriage. Other 
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studies on idealization have found that men idealize their partners more 
in casual than in serious relationships while women show no such pattern 
(Pollis, 1969) and that idealization is more likely in the early stages of 
a relationship (Kerckhoff and Davis, 1962). Spanier's (1972) finding of a 
slight positive correlation between reported marital adjustment and ro­
manticism and Schafer et al.'s (1976) report that husbands and wives tend 
to evaluate their spouses both higher than their spouses expect them to 
and also higher than their spouses rate themselves are also germane. 
Attribution Theory 
Hall and Taylor (1976) report the results of three separate studies 
on idealized images of spouse. They found that both males and females 
tend to idealize their spouses and that the degree of idealization is un­
related to length of time married. One is led to wonder how idealization 
of the spouse is possible considering the inevitable irritations and con­
flicts of day-to-day interaction. Hall and Taylor found a pattern of de­
fensive causal attributions such that people credit their spouses with 
responsibility for good behaviors and downplay their spouses' bad be­
haviors by attributing them to circumstantial factors. This phenomenon 
becomes stronger the more intimate or close the relationship and is inter­
preted by Hall and Taylor as a buffer to the idealized image of the spouse 
against contradictory information. While Hall and Taylor did not ex­
plicitly do so, one could interpret this pattern of defensive causal 
attributions in light of attribution theory. Heider (1958) developed a 
"naive analysis of actions" which is largely concerned with an analysis of 
12 
the processes by which one person perceives and interprets the behavior of 
another person. Heider's assumption is that attribution may be either to 
the person or to the environment. This assumption serves as a basis for 
the work of both Kelley (1967) and Jones and Davis (1965). Kelley de­
veloped a theory of external attribution (to the environment). According 
to Kelley, the effect is attributed to that which is present when the 
effect occurs and is absent when the effect does not occur. The general 
hypothesis is that attribution to the environment rather than to the self 
requires that the actor respond differentially to the entity, that he re­
spond consistently over time and over modalities, and that his response be 
in agreement with the consensus of other persons' responses to the entity. 
In light of Hall and Taylor's data, it would seem safe to assume that 
these conditions are met in most cases when an individual is analyzing the 
"bad" behavior of his/her spouse. 
Jones and Davis are concerned with the circumstances under which an 
actor is seen as the cause of given effects. From Heider's analysis, 
Jones and Davis formulated the theory of inference, which describes the 
process of inferring personal characteristics or dispositions from be­
havior. It is assumed that the perceiver begins with the observation of 
an overt action of another person. He then makes certain decisions about 
the person's knowledge and ability, which in turn permit him to make in­
ferences about the person's intentions. Knowledge and ability are pre­
conditions for the attribution of intention. If both knowledge of conse­
quences and ability to produce them are in evidence, intentions are in­
ferred which are used to infer stable personal attributes. It would 
13 
appear this is the process Hall and Taylor's couples went through when 
analyzing their spouse's "good" behavior. Jones and Davis' theory raises 
a possible explanation for Hall and Taylor's findings which they do not 
consider. It is possible that the individual's analysis of his/her 
spouse's "bad" behavior may have revolved around the determination that 
their spouse did not have either knowledge of the consequences of his/her 
behavior or did not have the ability to carry it out instead of revolving 
around attribution to environmental or external sources. 
Up to this point, the discussion has focused on the fact that ideali­
zation of one's marriage partner probably occurs in most situations and 
that such idealization may contribute to the individual's joint social 
construction of reality with his/her spouse. This would appear to be a 
valid explanation for Edmonds' (1967) and Edmonds et al.'s (1972) re­
spondents giving responses so "good" as to be considered impossible. They 
may have simply idealized their marriage partner and marital life. 
Edmonds (1967, p. 682) himself seems to imply that this might be the case 
when he states: 
It is, in fact, the author's hypothesis that most of the distortion 
is unconscious, unintended, and at best only marginal to reflective 
consciousness. In other words, it seems probable that most of the 
assessed distortion consists of fooling oneself rather than trying 
to fool others. Probably all conventionalization measured in this 
study is of the self-deception type, since all subjects knew that 
their responses would be completely anonymous. 
Such an interpretation is consistent with the Murstein and Beck (1972) 
contention that individuals actually tend to exaggerate the sterling 
qualities of their mates which was discussed above. It is incredible that 
Edmonds would admit that probably all conventionalization measured in his 
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study is of the self-deception type but yet question the accumulated 
marital adjustment data and theory. Edmonds completely ignores the 
"Thomas Theorem" which is one of the best known, if not only, "laws" of 
sociology. The theorem originates with the work of Thomas and Znaniecki 
(1918) and states that if men define situations as real, they are real in 
their consequences. If individuals, through self-deception, define their 
mates and marriages as impossibly "good," such definitions are real in 
their consequences for the individuals' marital adjustment. If this is 
true, the interesting possibility arises that conventionalization, at 
least as operationally defined by Edmonds, is functional for and contrib­
utes to marital adjustment. Such a possibility is foreseen by Clayton 
(1975) who asserts that conventionality may be important to the whole 
process of marital adjustment. Clayton (1975, p. 378) states, ". . . con­
ventionalization, so long as it is not an example of self-other deception, 
may be a positive marital-adjustment technique." The same point is made 
by Gagnon and Greenblat (1978, p. 280) in the following: 
Positive and negative conventionalism are actually functional for 
the organization of the daily life of the members of the, family. 
They do not provide what the scientist believes is an objective 
picture of the family, but they do provide a subjective picture 
that enables the participants to smooth out daily difficulties. 
This is the point of family myths and family rituals—they offer 
versions of the family that everyone can believe and offer them­
selves and the outside world. They allow people to get through 
difficult places without focusing on the real and often insoluble 
differences between family members. Many families share only a 
common domicile and mechanisms for sustaining that domicile until 
the children leave home and one or the other of the spouses dies— 
a rather grim picture—but they do need to preserve the image of 
the happy family and mechanisms for avoiding open conflict. 
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Consistency Theories 
The fact that individuals give impossibly "good" answers when ques­
tioned about their mates and marriages and that they may well idealize 
their spouses has an extremely important theoretical consequence. It 
means that they achieve a state of cognitive consistency. Balance theory 
was developed by Heider (1958) and is one of the major consistency theo­
ries- The theory is primarily concerned with the relationships between 
three things in an individual's world. The three things are the per-
ceiver P, some other person 0, and some object X. The relationships be­
tween the three can be of two types. They can be liking relations and 
unit relations, and each of these can be either positive or negative. The 
liking relation, obviously, is simply P either likes 0 or does not like 0. 
The unit relation, on the other hand, is whether or not separate entities 
are perceived as belonging together (Kiesler et al., 1969). According to 
the theory, people strive to maintain a balanced state in their relation­
ships which is defined as "a situation in which the perceived units and 
the experienced sentiments co-exist without stress" (Heider, 1958, p. 
176). Heider contends that a balanced state exists when all three rela­
tions are positive or when two relations are negative and one is positive. 
All other combinations are unbalanced. Balance theory holds that the 
balanced state is stable and, as such, resists outside influences. The 
unbalanced state, on the other hand, is viewed as producing instability 
and tension within the individual. Theoretically, an individual will then 
attempt to change an unbalanced situation so that balance is achieved. 
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The situation of an individual answering questions about his/her 
spouse and marriage can be viewed as fitting in the balance theory model. 
The individual answering the question is the perceiver P; his/her spouse 
is the other person 0; and the statement about his/her spouse or marriage 
is the object X. By virtue of marriage itself, the individual has a posi­
tive unit relation with his/her spouse and it can also be assumed that a 
positive liking relation exists. In such a situation, if a respondent 
were to answer a "true/false" statement about his/her mate or marriage 
with an impossibly "good" answer, a balanced state would result. If, on 
the other hand, the respondent were to give the other answer, an unbal­
anced state would result. The very nature of "true/false" questions such 
as the ones employed by Edmonds (1967) and Edmonds et al. (1972) increase 
the saliency of balance theory considerations because of the "either/or" 
nature of their response framework. (Such methodological issues as re­
sponse frameworks, etc., will be discussed further in the methodology 
chapter of this dissertation.) 
In addition to balance theory, other consistency theories would lead 
to the same predictions about an individual's perceptions and answers' to 
questions about his/her mate and marriage. The best known and most widely 
used consistency theory is Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive dis­
sonance. Cognitions, as used in this theory, refer to thoughts, atti­
tudes, beliefs, and behavior of which the person is aware. Any two cogni­
tive elements can have one of three possible relationships. They can be 
irrelevant to one another, consistent with one another, or inconsistent 
with one another (Kiesler et al., 1969). According to Festinger (1957), 
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two elements are in a dissonant relation if, considering them alone, the 
obverse of one would follow from the other. A major assumption of the 
theory is that a state of dissonance will motivate an individual to reduce 
or eliminate the dissonance. Festinger (1957) contends that there are 
three theoretical ways an individual can reduce dissonance. He can change 
a cognitive element related to his behavior, change a cognitive element 
related to his environment, or add new cognitive elements to one cluster 
or the other or both. The relevance of this theory to the present topic 
is demonstrated by Laws' (1971) application of the theory of cognitive 
dissonance to predict that wives will distort the evaluation of their mar­
riage in a favorable direction more than husbands will. She bases this 
prediction on the fact or belief that marriage subsumes more of the 
average wife's concern than it does for the average husband. Another 
example is provided by Gagnon and Greenblat (1978) who use the idea of 
cognitive consistency to explain why people who have been married longer 
may, in order to make sense of why they have been married so long, report 
that their marriage is very satisfactory despite strong "objective" evi­
dence that there are many things wrong with their marriage. 
In summary, the above discussion has presented a theoretical explana­
tion for the findings of Edmonds (1967) and Edmonds et al. (1972). These 
two articles provide virtually the only data on which the contention is 
made that marital adjustment measures are so contaminated by social de­
sirability as to be of little value. The eclectic theoretical orientation 
of this dissertation is based upon an application of social construction 
of reality, social comparison, attribution, and consistency theories. A 
number of hypotheses based upon this discussion can be presented. 
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Hypotheses 
As discussed above, there is reason to believe that married indi­
viduals idealize their marriage partners and that they may maintain their 
idealized images of them through a pattern of defensive causal attribu­
tion. Based upon this belief, the following general hypothesis will be 
examined and/or tested. 
I There is a tendency for people to create and maintain an idealized 
image of their spouses through a selective attribution process of 
crediting their spouses with responsibility for good behavior and 
downplaying their spouses' bad behaviors by attributing them to cir­
cumstantial factors. 
If, through the process of marital idealization, an individual defines 
his/her spouse as better than others, we would expect such a definition to 
be real in its consequences for the individual's marital adjustment. 
Therefore, we are led to hypothesize the following: 
II Marital idealization is positively related to marital adjustment. 
As previously mentioned, Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale 
(Edmonds, 1967) is composed of statements which refer to the most highly 
valued aspects of marriage and are worded so that the conventional re­
sponse to each is so "good" as to be impossible. If, however, an indi­
vidual has idealized his/her spouse, these "impossibly good" responses 
would not be impossible from the perspective of the individual who is 
actually responding to the statements. Therefore, the following two 
hypotheses will be examined: 
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III Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale is heavily contaminated by 
marital idealization. 
IV The positive correlation between Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization 
Scale and marital adjustment will be reduced or eliminated when one 
controls for marital idealization. 
One of the basic assumptions of the theoretical arguments presented 
in this chapter, as well as the work of Hall and Taylor (1976) and Berger 
and Kellner (1964), is that marriage serves as a protection against anomie 
for the individual and that, therefore, it is a crucial nomic instru­
mentality. Hall and Taylor, as reported above, view idealization as a 
vehicle that maintains socially derived constructions of reality. These 
considerations lead to two more general hypotheses. 
V Anomie is inversely related to marital idealization. 
VI Anomie is inversely related to marital adjustment. 
Up to this point, this discussion has outlined the hypothesized re­
lationships between marital conventionalization and marital idealization 
and adjustment. Based upon the work of Hawkins (1966), Murstein and Beck 
(1972), and Dean and Lucas (1975), we can hypothesize the following; 
VII Provided that procedures to make it easier for respondents to admit 
to undesirable qualities, feelings, and experiences are followed, 
social desirability is not related to marital adjustment.^ 
Procedures which make it easier for respondents to admit to unde­
sirable qualities, feelings, and experiences will be discussed in the 
following chapter on methodology. 
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VIII Provided that procedures to make it easier for respondents to admit 
to undesirable qualities, feelings, and experiences are followed, 
social desirability is not related to marital idealization. 
Finally, based upon the application of consistency theory outlined 
previously, one more general hypothesis can be scrutinized. 
IX Changing the responses to Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale 
from the "true/false" to a forced-choice format will reduce the posi­
tive correlation between marital conventionalization and marital 
adjustment. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
A discussion of this study's population, sampling procedure, method 
of data collection, development of the questionnaire, and methods of sta­
tistical analysis is presented in this chapter. 
Population 
The population of this study is the residents of the university 
married housing of Iowa State University. Iowa State University is 
located in Ames, Iowa and has an enrollment of about 21,000 students. The 
city of Ames has a population of about 42,000 and is located in the center 
of the state, approximately 30 miles north of the state capital of Des 
Moines. 
The married housing community of Iowa State is composed of four major 
living areas: Schilletter Village, University Village, Hawthorn Court, 
and Pammel Court. These four living areas form what is known as the Uni­
versity Married Community (UMC). UMC functions as an integral part of the 
university community as well as the city of Ames. UMC is governed through 
its own elected officials (mayor and council). This government is, how­
ever, limited, and residents of UMC are considered residents of the Ames 
community. UMC comes under the supervision of Iowa State University 
through the Department of Residence's Office of University Student Apart­
ments. 
A total of 1,324 living units comprise the four living areas of UMC. 
Schilletter Village, consisting of 128 units, is the newest university 
housing for married students and was built in 1973, 1974, and 1977. 
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University Village was built in 1964 and 1968 and is composed of 500 
units. Hawthorn Court consists of 196 units and was built in 1956 and 
1959. Finally, Pammel Court, which is the oldest university housing for 
married students, consists of 500 units built in 1946 and 1947. The rent 
for an apartment in UMC varies from $50 to $140. University housing is 
available to couples in which the husband, wife, or both are students of 
Iowa State. 
Sample 
In order to draw a sample for the study, the author was granted 
access by the Office of University Student Apartments to a computerized 
list of all married students enrolled at Iowa State University for Winter 
Quarter 1978. A sample pool was selected using a modified systematic 
sampling technique. Systematic sampling is accomplished by randomly 
choosing the first sample element from numbers 1 through k and choosing 
subsequent elements at every kth interval (Kerlinger, 1973). Since the 
computerized list being used contained the names of all married students, 
not just those residing in UMC, whenever a nonresident of UMC was en­
countered, the first resident of UMC following the selected name was in­
cluded in the sample. Only the apartment number of individuals selected 
in this manner was recorded. (Technically, therefore, a sample pool of 
residences—not individuals—was selected.) 
The sampling technique deviated from a "pure" systematic one in that 
the residences of foreign students were eliminated from the sample pool. 
Whenever the name of a foreign student was encountered, the next non-
foreign resident of UMC was substituted. The purpose of this was to 
23 
eliminate any contamination of the study's results due to differing cul­
tural notions of marital adjustment, conventionalization, social desira­
bility, etc. A sample pool of 300 residences was selected using the 
method described above. From these 300 residences, 260 couples (520 
individuals) were randomly selected to be included in the study. 
There are, of course, drawbacks and limitations to the use of student 
samples in social science research, but there are sufficient reasons to 
justify it in this case. One of these is that the goal of this research 
is not to generalize to some larger population about the distribution of 
particular variables, characteristics, etc.; rather, the goal is to ex­
amine the relationship between variables. Another reason is the fact that 
most of the previous research on which this study is based also used stu­
dent samples. For example, the original marital conventionality study by 
Edmonds (1967) used a sample of 100 married students enrolled at Florida 
State University while the Hall and Taylor (1976) study of marital ideali­
zation used two separate samples which were composed of 26 and 37 resi­
dents of Harvard University married student housing. Since these studies 
used student samples, one might even argue that the use of a student sam­
ple is desirable in that similar samples would be more suitable for com­
parisons. 
Method of Data Collection 
Prior to the actual collection of data, it was necessary for the 
author to obtain permission to conduct the study from two sources. Con­
ducting a study such as this falls under the solicitation regulations of 
UMC. As a result, it was necessary for the author to obtain a solicita-
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tion permit from the TJMC mayor. The fact that such permission was ob­
tained from the UMC mayor provided the author with the assurance that, 
should any individual complain about being approached to participate in 
the study, someone in a position of authority in UMC could vouch for the 
author and the legitimacy of the study. In addition, approval had to be 
obtained from Iowa State University's University Human Subjects Com­
mittee. 
Data for the study were obtained through the use of self-administered 
questionnaires. Students from the author's Courtship and Marriage classes 
volunteered to help distribute the questionnaires in lieu of a written 
assignment. Since the students were unfamiliar with the research topic 
and techniques, a "training" session was conducted for them before they 
went "to the field." The general purpose of the study and the correct 
procedure for contacting potential respondents were discussed during this 
session. Each student was given a packet containing the questionnaires 
he/she was to deliver and a worksheet which contained the addresses of the 
residences he/she was responsible for and a place to record what trans­
pired during his/her efforts to contact the respondents. (It should be 
pointed out that all student volunteers who expressed an interest received 
a summary of the study's findings.) 
The interviewers contacted the respondents during a period of approx­
imately 10 days during the middle of February, 1978. Upon finding someone 
at home at each selected residence, the interviewers immediately intro­
duced themselves, explained the topic of the study, and solicited the 
cooperation of the couple. If they agreed to participate, each husband 
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and wife was given an envelope which contained (1) a letter from the 
author which explained the general purpose of the study and the procedure 
for completing the questionnaire, (2) a questionnaire, and (3) a note card 
on which the respondent could place his/her name and address if he/she 
desired to receive a summary of the study's findings. (A copy of the 
letter from the author can be found in Appendix A and a copy of the ques­
tionnaire can be found in Appendix B.) Verbal instructions were given to 
the respondents, and a time was arranged when the questionnaires could be 
picked up. The residences for which each individual interviewer was re­
sponsible were grouped according to geographical area. 
Of the 520 individuals believed to live in the sample of 260 resi­
dences, the final results were as follows: 
Potential respondents 520 
Unable to contact -68 
Total contacted 452 
Refusals and nonreturned questionnaires -60 
Total respondents 392 
Incomplete questionnaires, foreign respondents, etc. -27 
Questionnaires analyzed 365 
The interviewers attempted to contact someone at each selected residence a 
minimum of three times. Of the original 520 individuals, 452 (86.9%) were 
contacted. Of these 452, 392 agreed to participate and actually returned 
questionnaires. This represents a response rate of 86.7% of the individu­
als actually contacted. A total of 27 questionnaires were eliminated from 
the analysis for a variety of reasons. The reasons were as follows: 
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Incomplete questionnaires 11 
Improperly completed questionnaires 2 
Foreign respondent 11 
Divorced and answering for when married 1 
Not married 2 
Total eliminated 27 
The 11 incomplete questionnaires were eliminated because so little infor­
mation was provided that any analysis would have been useless. The two 
questionnaires that are listed as being improperly completed were elimi­
nated because it was obvious that the respondents did not adequately con­
sider their answers, e.g., all answers in each section were the same. 
Eleven questionnaires from foreign respondents were eliminated for the 
same reasons the attempt had been made to exclude them from the original 
sample. Of the remaining three eliminated questionnaires, one was elimi­
nated because the woman was divorced and answered the way she remembered 
her marriage, and two were eliminated because the respondents were not 
married. All of this resulted in a total of 365 questionnaires being 
analyzed. The 365 questionnaires came from 173 married couples (346 
individuals) and 19 individual respondents whose spouses did not partici­
pate for various reasons. 
The author feels that the response rate of 86.7% of the individuals 
actually contacted was good, but not excellent. Such a response rate is 
definitely adequate for the purpose of this study, but others using virtu­
ally the same techniques of data collection on the same population ob­
tained slightly higher response rates. For example, Spanier's (1971) 
response rate was 93% of those contacted and Carlson's (1976) was 90%. 
Two factors may have contributed to the lower response rate in this case. 
The first factor is that the questionnaire used in this study is longer 
than either Spanier's (1971) or Carlson's (1976). The second factor con­
cerns the timing of the distribution of the questionnaires. As mentioned 
above, the questionnaire was distributed during the middle of February, 
which is toward the end of the academic quarter at Iowa State. This may 
have caused some potential respondents to feel that their schedules were 
too busy and hectic to allow them to participate in the study. 
It should be pointed out that each respondent was assured anonymity 
and given an envelope for the completed questionnaire. It was hoped that 
the envelope would provide each spouse with a method of keeping the other 
from knowing his/her responses if he/she desired. 
As is evident from the above, the author felt that, in order to ob­
tain valid results, it was imperative that procedures be employed in the 
collection of data which make it easier for respondents to admit to unde­
sirable qualities, feelings, and experiences. Cook and Selltiz (1964) 
offer a list of such procedures which includes the following: (1) assur­
ances of anonymity; (2) emphasizing that there are no right or wrong an­
swers; (3) stating that people differ in their views of these things; (4) 
stressing the importance of honest answers in order to contribute to 
scientific knowledge; (5) increasing rapport so as to create the impres­
sion that the investigator will not disapprove of any answer; (6) includ­
ing items to which an unfavorable reply is likely to be considered accept­
able; and (7) wording items in such a way that they assume that the sub­
ject holds certain attitudes or views. Of these procedures, 1, 2, 3j 4, 
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and 6 were employed in this study in either the letter to the respondents 
or the questionnaire. 
Development of the Questionnaire 
The questionnaire employed in this research was constructed espe­
cially for this study by the author (see Appendix B). The questionnaire 
was composed of some established and widely used scales as well as a num­
ber of original items. The questionnaire can be viewed as being comprised 
of six basic types of items: (1) items dealing with routine social and 
demographic information, (2) items designed to measure marital conven­
tionalization, (3) items designed to measure marital adjustment, (4) items 
designed to tap marital idealization, (5) social desirability items, and 
(6) items measuring anomie. The process by which the questionnaire was 
constructed will be discussed in this section. This discussion will in­
clude consideration of the operationalization and measurement of each 
variable. 
Social and demographic variables 
A total of 17 questions were included in the questionnaire to provide 
information about the social and demographic characteristics of each re­
spondent. Eleven of these questions appeared at the very beginning of the 
questionnaire (see Appendix B) while the other six appeared at the very 
end. The first three questions asked the respondents for basic demo­
graphic information. They asked each respondent to indicate his/her sex, 
age, and race. 
The next four items (questions 4-7) asked the respondent to provide 
information about his/her marital and family history. Question 4 asked 
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"Iti what year were you married" and question 5 asked "In what month were 
you married." These two questions were asked so that the effect of length 
of time married upon various variables such as marital adjustment, social 
desirability, etc., could be examined. Question 6 asked whether the 
person's present marriage was his/her first, second, or third or more. 
This question was included because whether or not a person has been mar­
ried before may have an influence upon variables such as marital conven­
tionalization and idealization. The respondents were asked in question 7 
to indicate how many children they have. This question was considered 
important because children have been found to have a profound effect upon 
marital adjustment (Hurley and Palonen, 1967; Hicks and Piatt, 1971). 
The next item (question 8) asked whether or not the respondent was a 
citizen of the United States. This question was used to eliminate foreign 
respondents for the reasons previously discussed. 
Questions 9 and 10 were designed to indicate the respondent's educa­
tional level and occupation respectively. A fixed-choice item was used in 
both cases. In order to tap educational level, each respondent was asked, 
"Please indicate the years of formal schooling you have completed": 
Elementary (6 years or less) 
Junior high (7 through 9 years) 
Some high school (did. not graduate) 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Post-graduate work 
Advanced degree 
An indication of the person's occupation was obtained by asking, "Which 
one of uhe following categories best describes your present occupation?" 
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Don't know or unemployed 
Student (half-time or more) 
Homemaker 
Unskilled workman 
Semiskilled workman (truck driver, factory worker) 
Skilled workman or foreman (machinist, carpenter, etc.) 
Farmer (Owner-operator or renter-operator) 
Clerical or sales position 
Proprietor, except farm (i.e., owner of a business) 
Professional (architect, chemist, doctor) or managerial position 
(department head, police chief, etc.) 
The next item (question 11) was included to provide an indication of 
the type of area each respondent came from. Each individual was asked, 
"Which of the following best describes the geographic area in which you 
lived during the majority of your high school years?" 
Rural area (farm, mountains, neighbors spread out) 
Village or small town (under 10,000) in rural area 
Small city (10,000-50,000) 
Suburb of large city 
Large city (over 50,000) 
It was felt that this factor could have important effects upon a number of 
the variables being considered in this study because rural-urban differ­
ences, differences of suburban and city living, etc., may well affect 
marital life. 
The remaining six questions which asked for background information 
were placed at the end of the questionnaire. They asked the respondent to 
provide information which some may consider to be of a more "sensitive" 
nature. The author felt that placing these questions at the end would 
reduce the possibility of any respondent viewing them as being inappro­
priate and refusing to answer the other questions. Questions 128-130 
dealt with the subject of religion. These questions were included because 
of the importance of religion's influence upon many aspects of American 
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life. The importance of this factor is pointed out by Lenski (1963, p. 
326) when he says, "Socio-religious group membership is a variable com­
parable in importance to class, both with respect to its potency and with 
respect to the range, or extent, of its influence." Question 128 asked, 
"What is your present religious preference?" 
Catholic 
Protestant (Specify denomination ) 
Jewish 
• None 
Other (Specify ) 
Items 129 and 130 were included as measures of religiosity which was meant 
to indicate the influence or impact of religion on the individual's life. 
Question 129 asked, "\-Jhat would you say the influence of religion on your 
life has been?" 
Great 
Good deal 
Moderate 
Little 
None 
Question 130, on the other hand, was meant to indicate how active the 
individual is in organized religion. It asked, "About how often do you 
usually attend church services or activities?" 
Once a week 
At least twice a month 
At least once a month 
Occasionally 
Rarely 
Never 
The last three questions on the questionnaire were indicators of the 
respondent's family income and the occupation of both his/her father and 
mother. Item 131 asked, "\'Jhat is your approximate family income?" The 
response categories for this item ranged from under $2,999 to $17,000 or 
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more. Family income was included as a variable because of its well-known 
explanatory power. It was also considered to be important due to the 
fact that financial issues may be particularly relevant to young, student 
couples such as those included in this study. Question 132 asked the re­
spondent to indicate his/her father's chief occupation when he/she last 
lived at home while question 133 asked the respondent to do the same thing 
for his/her mother. The response categories for both questions were: 
Don't know or unemployed 
Homemaker 
Unskilled workman 
Semiskilled workman (truck driver, factory worker) 
Skilled workman or foreman (machinist, carpenter, etc.) 
Farmer (owner-operator or renter-operator) 
Clerical or sales position 
Proprietor, except farm (i.e., oxmer of a business) 
Professional (architect, chemist, doctor) or managerial position 
(department head, police chief, etc.) 
The father's occupation was viewed as a rough measure of the social class 
of the respondent's family of orientation. The question about the 
mother's occupation is one that is not asked very often in social science 
research. The author felt, however, that the mother's occupation may be 
becoming an indicator of social class due to recent sex role changes in 
modern society and that it may well affect various aspects of an indi­
vidual's marital life and perceptions of self and spouse. 
Marital conventionalization 
Since one of the purposes of this study is to test the validity of 
Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale, his definition and measurement 
were employed. Edmonds (1967, p. 681) defines marital conventionalization 
as "the extent to which a person distorts the appraisal of his marriage in 
the direction of social desirability." The marital conventionalization 
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scale (items 12-26) is composed of 15 items to which the respondent marks 
"true" or "false." Weights have been assigned to each of the items 
according to their contribution to the total variance.^ This results in 
the scale having a theoretical range of 0-97. Edmonds reports that all 
items in the marital conventionalization scale possess positive validity 
in terms of correlation with total score values. 
Half of the couples included in the sample for this study received 
the marital conventionalization scale as it is discussed above. However, 
the other half of the couples responded to the marital conventionalization 
scale in the forced-choice format (see Appendix C). The forced-choice 
format provides the respondent with two statements and requires him/her to 
select one statement of the pair and indicate the extent to which he/she 
agrees with it relative to the other item (slightly more, somewhat more, 
or a great deal more). For marital conventionalization, 15 pairs of 
statements were given to each respondent. For each pair of statements, 
the first statement was one of the original items from Edmonds' scale 
while the second was the reverse of Edmonds' item. Each pair of state­
ments was scored 0 for the least "conventional" response to 6 for the most 
"conventional" response with 3 representing the absent midpoint. There­
fore, the forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scale 
has a theoretical range of 0-90. 
Of the 365 total respondents, 205 responded to the marital conven­
tionalization items in Edmonds' original "true/false" format while 160 
responded in the forced-choice format. Alpha reliability coefficients 
See Edmonds (1967) for the specific scoring system. 
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were calculated for both forms of the scale. The coefficient was .83 for 
the true/false format and .90 for the forced-choice format. Cronbach's 
Coefficient Alpha (1951) is a conservative estimate of internal consisten­
cy which is a variant of the basic Kuder-Richardson (1937) formula. 
Marital adjustment 
For the purpose of this study, Spanier and Cole's (1976) definition 
of marital adjustment was employed. They (Spanier and Cole, 1975, p. 128) 
state: 
Marital adjustment is a process, the outcome of which is determined 
by the degree of: 
1. Troublesome marital differences 
2. Interspousal tensions and personal anxiety 
3. Marital satisfaction 
4. Dyadic cohesion 
5. Consensus on matters of importance to marital functioning. 
By defining marital adjustment in this manner, Spanier and Cole are sub­
scribing to the notion that marital adjustment is an everchanging process 
with a qualitative dimension which can be evaluated at any point in time 
on a dimension from well-adjusted to maladjusted. Consistent with this 
definition, marital adjustment was assessed using Spanier's (1976) Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale which is composed of 32 items (questionnaire items 27-
58). Spanier's scale is composed of four distinct components—dyadic 
satisfaction (items 42-49, 57, and 58), dyadic cohesion (items 50-54), 
Dyadic consensus (items 27-30, 32, and 34-41), and affectional expression 
(items 31, 33, 55, and 56). This makes it possible to examine the effect 
of the various factors under consideration upon each of these components. 
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as well as upon the total marital adjustment score. The entire scale has 
a theoretical range of 0-151.^ 
Most of the previous research on which this study is based employed 
the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale as the measure of marital ad­
justment. Results using Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Scale should be com­
parable, however, in that all 15 of the Locke-Wallace items are incorpo­
rated into Spanier's 32-item scale. In addition, recent research by Hunt 
(1978) indicates that Spanier's scale is an improvement. 
The content validity of the items included in the Dyadic Adjustment 
Scale was assessed by three judges who considered them to be relevant 
measures of dyadic adjustment for contemporary relationships, consistent 
with the nominal definitions for adjustment and its components, and care­
fully worded with appropriate fixed choice responses. The criterion-re­
lated validity of the scale was measured by administering it to a sample 
of married and divorced persons. Each of the 32 items correlated signifi­
cantly with the external criterion of marital status. Finally, the con­
struct validity of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale is demonstrated by the 
fact that its correlation with the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale 
is .86 for married respondents and .88 for divorced respondents (p < 
.001).  
Using Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha, Spanier found the reliability of 
the total Dyadic Adjustment Scale to be .96. He found the reliability of 
the various subscales to be as follows: Dyadic Consensus Subscale, .90; 
See Spanier (1976) for the specific scoring system. 
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Dyadic Satisfaction Subscale, .94; Dyadic Cohesion Subscale, .86; and 
Affectional Expression Subscale, .73. Using the present sample of UMC 
respondents, the coefficient alphas are as follows: total Dyadic Adjust­
ment Scale, .90; Dyadic Consensus Subscale, .80; Dyadic Satisfaction Sub-
scale, .88; Dyadic Cohesion Subscale, .77; and Affectional Expression 
Subscale, .53. The coefficient of .53 for the affectional expression sub-
scale is well below .70 which is usually regarded as a minimally adequate 
estimation of reliability. The subscale is used as is in this research, 
however, due to the fact that it forms part of the total marital adjust­
ment scale which has a highly adequate alpha coefficient of .90. 
Marital idealization 
Marital idealization was conceptualized and measured in basically the 
same manner as was done by Hall and Taylor (1976). They (Hall and Taylor, 
1976, p. 752) define it as "the belief that one's own spouse or family is 
better than others." A crucial question concerning the validity of 
idealization concerns the issue of what is the proper comparison image for 
image of one's spouse. Hall and Taylor feel that, in establishing valid 
comparisons, at least two comparison images are needed. In one case, the 
perceiver should be held constant to compare image of spouse against an 
image of some other person provided by the same rater. In the other case, 
the perceived person should be held constant so that two independent 
images of the perceived person can be compared. Both Hall and Taylor's 
measures and the one used in this study utilize both approaches. For the 
first comparison, each perceiver's ratings of spouse is compared with the 
perceiver's ratings of a good friend of the same sex. For the second com­
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parison, each perceiver's ratings of spouse is compared with spouse's 
self-rating. 
Two distinct measures pertaining to idealization were obtained from 
each respondent. The first was a measure of marital idealization while 
the second was a measure of idealized attributional style. In order to 
obtain the marital idealization measure, respondents were given a list of 
personality trait adjectives, of which some were very positive, some 
neutral, and some very negative (questionnaire items 77-101). Each re­
spondent was asked to rate the degree to which each of three persons 
(self, spouse, and a good friend of the same sex) possess each of the 
traits. The adjectives were randomly selected from Anderson's (1968) list 
which is precoded for favorability. Ten adjectives from the hundred most-
favorable adjectives (items 77, 78, 83, 84, 88, 90, 91, 95, 100, and 101), 
five from the middle hundred (items 81, 85, 92, 98, and 99), and ten from 
the least-favorable hundred adjectives (items 79, 80, 82, 86, 87, 89, 93, 
94, 96, and 97) were selected. Each respondent was asked to read each 
adjective and decide the extent to which it describes the person indi­
cated. The respondents indicate their answers on a scale ranging from +3 
(definitely describes the person) to 0 (sometimes describes the person, 
sometimes not) to -3 (definitely does not describe the person). The indi­
vidual respondent's marital idealization (MI) score was computed by the 
following formula: 
MI = (SPA - FPA) + (FNA - SNA) + (SPA - SSPA) + (SSNA - SNA) 
SPA = Total score on the positive adjectives when rating spouse 
FPA = Total score on the positive adjectives when rating friend 
FNA = Total score on the negative adjectives when rating friend 
SNA = Total score on the negative adjectives when rating spouse 
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SSPA = Total score on the positive adjectives when spouse rates self 
SSNA = Total score on the negative adjectives when spouse rates self 
Marital idealization, when computed by the above formula, has a theoreti­
cal range of -240 to 240. 
The second measure of idealization was designed to tap idealized 
attributional style and involved presenting a series of statements to each 
respondent which describe behaviors committed by one of three stimulus 
persons (questionnaire items 59-76). The three persons were, once again, 
self, spouse, and a good friend of the same sex. Three socially desirable 
behaviors and three socially undesirable behaviors were described. (The 
three socially desirable behaviors for the three individuals are described 
in items 59, 61, 62, 54, 71, 72, 74, 75, and 76 while the socially unde­
sirable behaviors are described in items 60, 63, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 
and 73.) For each statement, the respondent was asked to rate the extent 
to which each of the stimulus persons' behavior is situationally or dis-
positionally caused on an 11 point scale. The scale was constructed such 
that "1" indicates situational causality and "11" indicates dispositional 
causality. The respondents were instructed that a dispositional rating 
means that personal qualities of the individual prompted the action and a 
situational rating means that factors in the situation incidental to the 
stimulus person evoked the behavior. The individual respondent's 
idealized attributional style (IAS) score was computed by the following 
formula: 
IAS = (SPB - FPB) + (FNB - SNB) + (SPB - SSPB) + (SSNB - SNB) 
SPB = Total score on the positive behaviors when rating spouse 
FPB = Total score on the positive behaviors when rating friend 
FNB = Total score on the negative behaviors when rating friend 
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SNB = Total score on the negative behaviors when rating spouse 
SSPB = Total score on the positive behaviors when spouse rates self 
SSNB = Total score on the negative behaviors when spouse rates self 
Idealized attributional style, when computed by the above formula, has a 
theoretical range of -120 to 120. 
Social desirability 
Social desirability, for the purposes of this study, was defined as 
the extent to which an individual distorts self-appraisals in order to re­
ceive social approval. It was measured using a 15-item scale (question­
naire items 102, 103, 104, 109, 111, 114, 115, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 
122, 124, and 126) to which respondents answered according to the Cer­
tainty Method for 11-point scales (Warren et al., 1969) which gives 
greater weight to the "end" responses. The certainty format presents the 
respondent with a decision first as to whether he/she agrees or disagrees 
with a particular item, then requests him/her to indicate how certain he/ 
she is in his/her response. Weighting for positive items using the cer­
tainty format is as follows: 
Agree A1 = 9, A2 = 10, A3 = 11, A4 = 13, A5 = 16, 
AD = 8 
Disagree D1 = 7, D2 = 6, D3 = 5, D4 = 3, D5 = 0 
Negative items, obviously, have a reversed scoring pattern. (For this 
social desirability scale, items 111, 114, 115, 117, 118, 120, 122, and 
124 are scored positively, while items 102, 103, 104, 109, 119, 121, and 
126 are scored negatively.) The 15 items included in the social desira­
bility scale come from the 33-item Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964). The certainty format is radically 
different than the "yes/no" format originally used by Crowne and Marlowe. 
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This fact raises the question of how much such a change affects results. 
Dean and Lucas (1975) measured social desirability using a scale composed 
of 20 items in the certainty format from the Marlowe-Crowne scale. They 
assessed the reliability of their scale by calculating an alpha reliabili­
ty coefficient which turned out to be .82. The present 15-item scale was 
found to have an alpha reliability coefficient of .72. The theoretical 
range of the present social desirability scale is 0-240. 
Anomie 
Finally, anomie was defined as the absence of an organized system of 
social norms or values. It was measured using the 6-item normlessness 
subscale of Dean's Alienation Scale (Dean, 1951) which was used by Lee 
(1974) in his study of marital satisfaction and anomie which was discussed 
above. Dean's normlessness subscale originally used a Likert format and, 
when corrected by the Spearmen-Brown prophecy formula, was found to have a 
reliability coefficient of .73. For the sake of simplicity and consisten­
cy, the six items of this scale also used the certainty response format in 
this study (items 105, 106, 108, 110, 125, and 127). The alpha relia­
bility coefficient was found to be .69 for the UMC respondents. A relia­
bility coefficient of .59 is slightly below the usual minimum standard of 
.70 but is well above the .62 reported by Lee (1974). 
"Dummy" items 
Five items included on the questionnaire were "dummy" items (ques­
tions 107, 112, 113, 116, and 123). These items were not analyzed in 
connection with this study. They were included on the questionnaire for 
two reasons. One, it was hoped that they might disguise the social de-
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sirability and anomie items that they were dispersed among. The second 
reason was that the author hopes to be able to use them in future work on 
marital jealousy. 
Pretest of the questionnaire 
The author went through a number of steps during the construction of 
the questionnaire. After initially deciding what should be included, the 
questionnaire was composed and presented to a senior-level sociology of 
the family class during January 1978. Most of the students in the class 
were married. The students took the questionnaires home and filled them 
out. (Married students also took one for their mates.) The author then 
met with the class and discussed their reactions to the instrument. A 
number of helpful suggestions concerning the wording of instructions, 
layout of the questionnaire, etc., were made by the students and incorpo­
rated into the final version of the instrument. This pretesting process 
helped insure that the questionnaires would be well-received and under­
stood by the individuals in the sample. 
Another important function was served by the pretest. An analysis of 
the responses indicated that the questions were soliciting responses that 
varied enough for a good analysis. This was very valuable in the final 
preparation of the questionnaire in that it provided the author a reasona­
ble amount of confidence in the instrument's ability to elicit usable ré­
ponses . 
Questionnaire format 
The final version of the instrument was composed of 133 items. It 
should be noted that the questionnaire was reduced in size by 20 percent 
and placed in a booklet form. The form of the questionnaire which 
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included the marital conventionalization items in Edmonds* "true/false" 
format was 14 pages while the form which included the same items in the 
forced-choice format was 15 pages. The pages were 5 1/2" x 8 1/2" in 
size. It was hoped that the reduction in size and booklet form would in­
crease the response rate in that the questionnaire did not look nearly as 
massive in this form as it would have otherwise. 
Methods of Statistical Analysis 
After the collection of data according to the procedures described 
above, all questionnaires were returned to the author. A code book was 
constructed by the author, who then coded each questionnaire. Key punch 
operators at the Iowa State University Computer Center transferred the 
data from code sheets to computer cards. Verification was also performed 
by the key punch operators. 
The statistical analysis of data in this study was conducted for 
males separately, for females separately, and for the total sample of both 
males and females. It was felt that certain variables may operate differ­
ently in the marriages of men and women. Such a belief is consistent with 
Bernard's (1972) contention that we can talk about two different marriages 
for any couple, "his" and "hers." 
The actual statistical analysis was accomplished using a variety of 
parametric statistical techniques. One basic method of statistical analy­
sis was the use of correlation analysis. A correlation coefficient, "r," 
is a measure of the mutual relationship between two variables (Snedecor 
and Cochran, 1967). This method of analysis allows one to determine which 
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variables are related in a significant manner. The correlation coeffi­
cient not only summarizes the strength of association between a pair of 
variables, it also provides an easy means for comparing the strength of 
relationship between one pair of variables and a different pair (Nie 
et al., 1975). 
Partial correlation analysis was also employed. Partial correlation 
provides a single measure of association describing the relationship be­
tween two variables while adjusting or controlling for the effects of one 
or more additional variables. This technique allows the researcher to 
remove the effect of the control variable from the relationship between 
the independent and dependent variables without physically manipulating 
the raw data (Nie et al., 1975). 
Two other statistical techniques that were employed are the t-test 
and one-way analysis of variance. The t-test simply tests whether or not 
two sample means are significantly different while one-way analysis of 
variance statistically tests whether the means of subsamples into which 
the sample data are broken are significantly different from each other 
(Nie et al., 1975). The one-way analysis of variance procedure was used 
to determine the effect of the various social and demographic variables 
upon the major variables. 
Summary 
This chapter has discussed the following topics: the population of 
study, the sampling procedure, the method of data collection, the develop­
ment of the questionnaire, and the methods of statistical analysis. The 
next chapter will describe the characteristics of the final sample. 
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CHAPTER IV. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 
A study's sample is extremely important in social science research in 
that the type of people who are included in the sample determine, to a 
certain extent, how the findings of a study can be interpreted and the 
extent to which they can be generalized to other people in other places at 
other times. Therefore, it is crucial to know as much as possible about 
the people who make up a study's sample. This chapter will attempt to 
describe the sample employed in this study by discussing the demographic 
and social information collected from the respondents. 
Questionnaires were analyzed from a total of 176 males and 189 fe­
males. The age and racial compositions of the sample are indicated in 
Tables 1 and 2 respectively. As would be expected using a university 
sample, the respondents are relatively young. The average age is 23.3 
(23.6 for males and 22.9 for females). Ages "• ige from 17 to 37. The 
sample is overwhelmingly white. The fact that 98.1% of the sample is 
white makes any type of analysis of racial variation on the various varia­
bles under consideration impossible. 
Tables 3, 4, and 5 summarize aspects of the respondents' marital and 
family histories. Table 3 indicates the year in which respondents were 
married. The sample is composed of a large number of individuals who were 
recently married. This is clearly demonstrated by the fact that 55.6% of 
the respondents were married within the two previous calendar years. No 
respondent was married before 1965. How many times the respondents have 
been married is indicated in Table 4. A very large majority (97.8%) of 
the respondents report having only been married once. Therefore, any 
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Table 1. Age of respondents 
Males Females Total 
Age N N N 
17 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
18 1 0.6 2 1.1 3 0.8 
19 6 3.4 4 2.1 10 2.7 
20 7 4.0 28 14.8 35 9.6 
21 34 19.3 35 18.5 69 18.9 
22 27 15.3 26 13.8 53 14.5 
23 25 14.2 30 15.9 55 15.1 
24 14 8.0 12 6.3 26 7.1 
25 24 13.6 22 11.6 46 12.6 
26 13 7.4 11 5.8 24 6.6 
27 10 5.7 5 2.6 15 4.1 
28 6 3.4 4 2.1 10 2.7 
29 1 0 . 6  1 0.5 2 0.5 
30 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
31 3 1.7 3 1.6 6 1.6 
34 2 1.1 1 0.5 3 0.8 
36 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 0.3 
37 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Missing data _0 0 0.5 0.3 
Total 176 100.0 189 99.8 365 99.9 
X = 23.6 X = 22.9 X = 23.3 
S.D. = 3.0 S.D. = 2 .9 S.D. = 3 .0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 2- Race of respondents 
Males Females Total 
Race N N N 
White 173 98.3 185 97.9 358 98.1 
Black 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
Other 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
Missing data 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Table 3. Year of marriage of respondents 
Males Females Total 
Year of marriage N N N 
1965 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
1966 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
1967 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1968 2 1.1 3 1.6 5 1.4 
1969 4 2.3 5 2.6 9 2.5 
1970 2 1.1 3 1.6 5 1.4 
1971 4 2.3 3 1.6 7 1.9 
1972 5 2.8 7 3.7 12 3.3 
1973 16 9.1 19 . 10.1 35 9.6 
1974 16 9.1 17 9.0 33 9.0 
1975 25 14.2 27 14.3 52 14.2 
1976 44 25.0 45 23.8 89 24.4 
1977 56 31.8 58 30.7 114 31.2 
Missing data 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.0 365 99.9 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 4. Number of marriages of respondents 
Number of 
marriages N 
Males Females 
N N 
Total 
1 173 98.3 184 97.4 357 97.8 
2 3 1.7 2 1.1 5 1.4 
3 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Missing data 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.1 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Table 5. Number of children of respondents 
Number of Males Females Total 
children N N % N 
0 129 73.3 134 70.9 263 72.1 
1 31 17.6 35 18.5 66 18.1 
2 14 8.0 17 9.0 31 8.5 
3 2 1.0 3 1.6 5 1.4 
Missing data 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 176 99.9 189 100.0 365 100.1 
X = 0.4 X = 0.4 X = 0.4 
S.D = 0. 7 S.D. . =0.7 S.D . = 0.7 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
analysis of the effect of number of marriages is not possible. Number of 
children is reported in Table 5. About three-fourths of the respondents 
(72.1%) report having no children. The average number of children is 0.4. 
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The educational level and occupation of the members of the sample are 
presented in Tables 6 and 7 respectively. The educational level of this 
sample is relatively high. This is not surprising considering the popula­
tion from which the sample was drawn. Males in the sample have completed 
more formal education than females. The difference is not great, however. 
Major differences are found between males and females when occupation is 
examined. Being a student is the present occupation of 83.0% of the males 
while it is the occupation of only 36.5% of the females. Many of the fe­
males report their present occupations as being a clerical or sales posi­
tion (23.3%), professional or managerial position (16.9%), or homemaker 
(11.1%). It is obvious that many of the couples included in the sample 
are in a situation where the wife is the major "breadwinner" while the 
husband finishes his education. This situation should be remembered when 
it comes to interpreting the results of this study. 
The type of geographical area in which respondents lived during the 
majority of their high school years is presented in Table 8. It should be 
noted that a large majority of the sample comes from nonurban areas 
(70.8% are from rural areas, small toifns, or small cities of under 50,000 
population). 
Tables 9, 10, and 11 deal with the religious preferences of the re­
spondents. The religious preferences of all the respondents are sum­
marized in Table 9. It should be noted that 75.4% of all respondents 
indicated that they are either Catholics (19.5%) or Protestants (55.9%). 
The data presented in Table 9 also indicate that males are more likely 
than females to "shy away from" classifying themselves as Catholics or 
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Table 6. Educational level of respondents 
T Males Females Total 
Educational 
level N N N 
Elementary 
(6 years or less) 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Junior high 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Some high school 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
High school 
graduate 1 0.6 28 14.8 29 7.9 
Some college 97 55.1 92 48.7 189 51.8 
College graduate 33 18.8 45 23.8 78 21.4 
Post-graduate 
work 26 14.8 14 7.4 40 11.0 
Advanced degree 19 10.8 7 3.7 26 7.1 
Missing data 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Protestants and to view their religious preference as "none" or "other." 
The denominations specified by the 204 respondents who indicated a Protes­
tant religious preference are presented in Table 10. The major point of 
interest of this data is the relatively large proportion of the Protestant 
respondents who are either Lutherans (33.3%) or Methodists (21.1%). Table 
11 indicates the other religions specified by the 26 respondents who indi­
cated that their religious preference was "other." The author seriously 
questions whether or not some of these "other religions" (e.g., atheist, 
agnostic, etc.) can be classified as being religions. Any reclassifica­
tion on the part of the author would be purely arbitrary, however. 
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Table 7. Occupation of respondents 
Males Females Total 
Occupation N N N 
Don't know or 
unemployed 1 0.6 3 1.6 4 1.1 
Student (half-
time or more) 146 83.0 69 36.5 215 58.9 
Homemaker 0 0 21 11.1 21 5.8 
Unskilled 
workman 1 0 7 3.7 8 2.2 
Semiskilled 
workman 4 2.3 6 3.2 10 2.7 
Skilled workman 
or foreman 6 3.4 6 3.2 12 3.3 
Farmer 3 1.7 0 0 3 0.8 
Clerical or 
sales position 0 0 44 23.3 44 12.1 
Proprietor 
(except farm) 2 , 1.1 0 0 2 0.5 
Professional or 
managerial 
position 13 7.4 32 16.9 45 12.3 
Missing data 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Total 176 99.5 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 8. Respondents' residence by geographical area (high school years) 
Geographical 
area N 
Males Females 
N N 
Total 
Rural area 45 25.6 49 25.9 94 25.8 
Village or small 
town 48 27,3 42 22.2 90 24.7 
Small city 
(10,000-50,000) 32 18.2 42 22.2 74 20.3 
Suburb of large 
city 13 7.4 24 12.7 37 10.1 
Large city 
(over 50,000) 38 21.6 32 16.9 70 19.2 
Missing data 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 176 100.1 189 99.9 365 100.1 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Table 9. Religious preference of respondents 
. . Males Females Total Religious 
preference N N N 
Catholic 23 13.1 48 25.4 71 19.5 
Protestant 94 53.4 110 58.2 204 55.9 
Jewish 1 0.6 0 0 1 0.3 
None 38 21.6 21 11.1 59 16.2 
Other 17 9.7 9 4.8 26 7.1 
Missing data 3 1.7 1 0.5 4 1.1 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 100.1 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 10. Denomination of Protestant respondents 
Denomination 
Males 
N % 
Females 
N 
Total 
N % 
Baptist 8 
Methodist 19 
Lutheran 33 
Christian 4 
Episcopal 1 
Presbyterian 8 
Assembly of God 1 
Congregationalist 3 
Evangelical 3 
United Church 
of Christ 1 
Mennonite 
Brethren 1 
Unitarian 0 
Disciples of 
Christ 0 
Nazarene 1 
Nondenominational 0 
Missing data 11 
Total 94 
8.5 
20 .2  
35.1 
4.3 
1.1 
8.5 
1.1  
3.2 
3.2 
1.1 
1.0 
0 
0 
1.1 
0 
11.7 
100.1 
11 
24 
35 
3 
2 
12 
1 
3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
8 
110 
10.0 
21.8 
31.8 
2.7 
1.8 
10.9 
0.9 
2.7 
3.6 
1 . 8  
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
7.3 
99.8 
19 
43 
68 
7 
3 
20 
2 
6 
7 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
19 
204 
9.3 
21.1 
33.3 
3.4 
1.5 
9.8 
1.0 
2.9 
3.4 
1.5 
1 . 0  
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 
9.3 
100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 11. Other religion categories of respondents 
Other Males Females Total 
religion N %* N 
Personal values 5 29.4 0 0 5 19.2 
Christian 
Evangelical 1 5.9 3 33.3 4 15.4 
Mormon 2 11.8 3 33.3 5 19.2 
Christian Science 2 11.8 1 11.1 3 11.5 
Atheist 2 11.8 0 0 2 7.7 
Agnostic 1 5.9 1 11.1 2 7.7 
Theist 1 5.9 0 0 1 3.8 
Christian/ 
Agnostic/Mystic 1 5.9 0 0 1 3.8 
Deist 1 5.9 0 0 1 3.8 
Nondenominational 
believer 1 5.9 1 11.1 2 7.7 
Missing data 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 17 100.2 9 99.9 26 99.8 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Therefore, the categories in Table 11 represent those used and claimed by 
the individual respondents themselves. 
Other information concerning religion is presented in Tables 12 and 
13. Table 12 summarizes the influence which respondents report that re­
ligion has had on them. The fact that 54.8% of the respondents report 
that religion has had a great influence (22.5%) or a good deal of in­
fluence (32.3%) on them indicates that religion has played a large part in 
the lives of many of the respondents. The extent of respondents' partici­
pation in organized religion is presented in Table 13 which indicates how 
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Table 12. Influence of religion on respondents 
_ £ Maies Females Total 
Influence of 
religion N N N 
Great 36 20. 5 46 24. ,3 82 22. ,5 
Good deal 54 30. 7 64 33, ,9 118 32. 3 
Moderate 49 27. 8 47 24. 9 96 26. 3 
Little 28 15. 9 26 13. ,8 54 14. 8 
None 7 4. 0 5 2, ,6 12 3. 3 
Missing data 2 1. 1 1 0. 5 3 0. ,8 
Total 176 100. 0 189 100. ,0 365 100, .0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
Table 13. Frequency of church attendance by respondents 
Church Males Females Total 
attendance N N % N 
Once a week 46 26.1 56 29.6 102 27.9 
Twice a month 19 10.8 16 8.5 35 9.6 
Once a month 9 5.1 15 7.9 24 6.6 
Occasionally 38 21.6 43 22.8 81 22.2 
Rarely 42 23.9 43 22.8 85 23.3 
Never 20 11.4 15 7.9 35 9.6 
Missing data 2 1.1 1 0.5 3 0.8 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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often they attend church services or activities. This data can be inter­
preted as indicating that the sample, as a whole, has a moderate rate of 
participation. 
Three factors related to the social class background of respondents 
are presented in Tables 14, 15, and 16. The annual family income of the 
respondents is summarized in 14. The annual income is somewhat low, but 
this would be expected from a sample of which so many individuals are 
students. Considering the relatively low cost of married student housing, 
it would appear that most of the respondents should be able to survive 
economically even though their current economic situation can be described 
as "tight." In addition, it should be pointed out that the current state 
of low income is only temporary for most respondents in that most of them 
present classic examples of what has been called deferred gratification 
patterns (Schneider and Lysgaard, 1953). It can be assumed that the 
family income of many of the respondents will rise significantly as soon 
as either the husband or wife or both complete their education. 
The occupations of the respondents' fathers and mothers when re­
spondents last lived at home are indicated in Tables 15 and 16 respective­
ly. The relatively large proportion of respondents who reported that 
their fathers were professionals or managers (34.8%) or farmers (19.5%) 
should be noted. If father's occupation can be considered an indication 
of social class background, these data imply that the present sample may 
have a middle-class bias. This is not at all unusual in marital adjust­
ment research, however. Finally, the major factor that is readily 
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Table 14. Family income of respondents 
Income N 
Males 
%* 
Females 
N 7^ N 
Total 
Under $2,999 6 3.4 9 4.8 15 4.1 
3,000-4,999 25 14.2 26 13.8 51 14.0 
5,000-6,999 36 20.5 31 16.4 67 18.4 
7,000-8,999 29 16.5 37 19.6 66 18.1 
9,000-10,999 40 22.7 42 22.2 82 22.5 
11,000-12,999 19 10.8 22 11.6 41 11.2 
13,000-14,999 7 4.0 7 3.7 14 3.8 
15,000-16,999 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
17,000 or more 7 4.0 8 4.2 15 4.1 
Missing data 5 2.8 5 2.6 10 2.7 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
apparent from the data on mother's occupation is the high proportion of 
respondents (52.9%) who report their mother's occupation as being a home-
maker . 
Summary 
This sample of 365 individuals (176 males and 189 females) can be 
characterized as young, overwhelmingly white, and from middle-class back­
grounds. Most have not been married more than a few years and have few 
children. Very few have been married more than once. The educational 
level is high for both men and women, though it is slightly higher for 
men. A large majority (83.0%) of the men are students while only 36.5% of 
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Table 15. Occupation of respondents' fathers 
Males Females Total 
Occupation N N N 
Don't know or 
unemployed 2 1.1 5 2.6 7 1.9 
Homemaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unskilled workman 1 0.6 2 1.1 3 0.8 
Semiskilled work­
man 18 10.2 18 9.5 36 9.9 
Skilled workman 
or foreman 33 18.8 31 16.4 64 17.5 
Farmer 32 18.2 39 20.6 71 19.5 
Clerical or 
sales position 11 6.3 9 4.8 20 5.5 
Proprietor 
(except farm) 15 8.5 16 8.5 31 8.5 
Professional or 
managerial 
position 60 34.1 67 35.4 127 34.8 
Missing data 4 2.3 2 1.1 6 1.6 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
the women are. This may indicate that the wife is the major "breadwinner" 
in many cases. The sample's annual family income is low, but this is 
probably only a temporary situation until formal education is completed. 
The sample can also be characterized as nonurban. Religion appears to 
have had a significant influence on the lives of the respondents, but they 
can only be described as moderately active in organized religion at the 
present time. Over 55% of the sample is comprised of Protestants while 
nearly 20% are Catholics. 
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Table 16. Occupation of respondents' mothers 
Occupation 
Males 
N 
Females 
N 
Total 
N 
Don't know or 
unemployed 3 1.7 0 0 3 0.8 
Homemaker 88 50.0 105 55.6 193 52.9 
Unskilled workman 4 2.3 7 3.7 11 3.0 
Semiskilled 
workman 5 2.8 12 6.3 17 4.7 
Skilled workman 
or foreman 4 2.3 2 1.1 6 1.6 
Farmer 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Clerical or 
sales position 39 22.2 35 18.5 74 20.3 
Proprietor 
(except farm) 4 2.3 3 1.6 7 1.9 
Professional or 
managerial 
position 26 14.8 21 11.1 47 12.9 
Missing data 3 1.7 4 2.1 7 1.9 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 100.0 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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CHAPTER V. FINDINGS 
The findings of this study will be discussed in three major sections 
of this chapter. In the first section, the distribution of scores for the 
study's major variables will be discussed. Second, the results of testing 
the study's hypotheses will be presented. Finally, the effects of the 
various demographic and social variables upon the major variables will be 
analyzed. 
Distribution of Scale Scores 
The distribution of variable scores can provide valuable information. 
It can provide additional information as to the characteristics of a sam­
ple and to the variability of a certain factor or trait within the sample. 
This section will examine the distributions of marital conventionaliza­
tion, marital adjustment, marital idealization, idealized attributional 
style, social desirability, and anomie scores for the sample. The fre­
quency distributions of these scores are presented in Tables 25-36 (see 
Appendix D). 
The mean marital conventionalization score using Edmonds' "true/ 
false" format was 36.0 with a range of 0-89. The mean for men was 37,9 
while the mean for women was 34.2. The range for both sexes was 0-89. 
These means are similar to the mean of "approximately 34" which was re­
ported by Edmonds (1967, p. 685) for his sample of Florida State Univer­
sity students. Using the "forced-choice" format, the mean marital conven­
tionalization score was 49.2 with a range of 2-89. The mean for men was 
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48.6 with a range of 13-89 while the mean for women was 49.7 with a range 
of 2-81. 
The summary statistics for the marital adjustment scores are pre­
sented in Table 17. The total mean score was 114.6 with a range of 51-
149. This reflects an overall high degree of marital adjustment even 
though there is a great degree of variability. The mean scores reported 
in Table 17 compare favorably with those reported by Spanier (1976) for 
his married sample. He reported a mean of 114.8 for the total dyadic 
(marital) adjustment scale. The sub-scale means for Spanier'E sample were 
as follows: affectional expression sub-scale, 9.0; dyadic satisfaction 
sub-scale, 40.5; Dyadic consensus sub-scale, 57.9; and dyadic cohesion 
sub-scale, 13.4. 
The range for marital idealization scores was found to be -90 to 104 
with a mean of 9.3. This indicates a great degree of variability in the 
extent to which individuals idealize their mates. The mean for men was 
9.2 while the mean for women was 9.4. Idealized attributional style was 
the other variable dealing with idealization. Its mean was 3.4 and its 
range was -47 to 36. The mean was 3.9 for males and 2.9 for females. The 
ranges were -46 to 36 and -47 to 34 for men and women respectively. 
Scores for social desirability ranged from 71-215 with a mean of 
129.8. The mean was 129.5 (71-197) for men and 130.0 (74-215) for women. 
The wide range of these scores and the fact that they are as high as they 
are has a very important consequence for this study. The wide range 
indicates that the scale is doing an adequate job of discriminating while 
the magnitude of the scores indicates that respondents are naive as to the 
61 
Table 17. Summary scores and standard deviations for the marital adjust­
ment scale and its subscales 
Males Females Total 
Scale Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N 
Affectional 
expression 
subscale 8.8 1.7 174 8.9 1.8 186 8.9 1.7 360 
Dyadic satis­
faction sub-
scale 40.7 4.3 173 40.4 5.9 185 40.5 5.2 358 
Dyadic con­
sensus sub-
scale 48.2 6.4 176 48.5 6.1 179 48.3 6.3 355 
Dyadic cohesion 
subscale 16.5 3.2 175 17.0 3.6 185 16.8 3.4 360 
Marital adjust­
ment scale 114.2 12.2 170 114.9 14.2 173 114.6 13.2 343 
purpose or intent of the social desirability questions. This is not al­
ways the case when using some social desirability or "lie" scales in some 
formats. 
Finally, the mean anomie score was 35.2 with a range of 0-83. For 
males, the mean was 36.0 with a range of 0-83 while the mean was 34.5 for 
females with a range of 0-78. 
Summary 
The brief description of the summary statistics for the major varia­
bles of this study presented above indicates that the scales employed are 
discriminating to a sufficient degree to allow the following analyses. 
The summary statistics have also been interpreted as indicating that the 
respondents report a relatively high degree of marital adjustment and that 
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they are basically naive as to the purpose of the social desirability 
questions. 
Tests of Hypotheses 
The results of the testing of each of the nine general hypotheses 
discussed in Chapter II will be presented in this section. In each case, 
the general hypothesis will first be put in the framework of an empirical 
hypothesis (EH) for the purpose of statistical testing. 
The first general hypothesis predicted that people create and main­
tain an idealized image of their spouses through a selective attribution 
process of crediting their spouses with responsibility for good behaviors 
and downplaying their spouse's bad behaviors by attributing them to cir­
cumstantial factors. There are really two hypotheses included in this 
general one. The first predicts that people do idealize their marriage 
partners while the second one predicts the process by which people main­
tain those images. 
We will first examine the prediction that people idealize their mar­
riage partners. This can be determined by analyzing whether or not people 
evaluate their mates more positively than a good friend and whether or not 
they evaluate their mates more positively than their mates evaluate them­
selves. The possession of positive and negative characteristics was 
measured using the positive and negative adjective checklist previously 
discussed. The mean values for the various adjective groups to be com­
pared are presented in Table 18. In order to test the prediction that 
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Table 18. Mean ratings on positive and negative adjectives (spouse, 
friend, and spouse self-rating)^ 
Adjective group Males Females Total 
Positive Spouse (SPA) 17.6 17.1 17.3 
Friend (FPA) 14.5 16.4 15.5 
Spouse self-rating (SSPA) 16.2 15.5 15.8 
Negative Spouse (SNA) -16.8 -17.2 -17.0 
Friend (FNA) -15.3 -16.1 -15.7 
Spouse self-rating (SSNA) -14.2 -14.2 -14.2 
Positive numbers indicate that adjectives describe the person, nega­
tive numbers indicate that adjectives do not describe the person. 
people idealize their mates, the following four empirical hypotheses are 
tested: 
EH I a Spouse's positive adjective (SPA) scores are higher than 
friend's positive adjective (FPA) scores. 
Males t = 6.12 p<.001 
Females t = 1.23 N.S. 
Total t = 4.81 p<.001 
EH I b Spouse's positive adjective (SPA) scores are higher than 
spouse's self-rated positive adjective (SSPA) scores. 
Males t = 2.42 p<.01 
Females t = 3.38 p<.001 
Total t = 4.13 p<.001 
EH I c Spouse's negative adjective (SNA) scores are lower than friend's 
negative adjective (FNA) scores. 
Males t = -2.57 p<.01 
Females t = -2.24 p<.05 
Total t = -3.41 p<.001 
EH I d Spouse's negative adjective (SNA) scores are lower than spouse's 
self-rated negative adjective (SSNA) scores. 
Males t = -3.66 p<.001 
Females t = -4.37 p<.001 
Total t = -5.70 p<.001 
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Even though women do not rate their mates significantly higher than 
friends on the positive adjectives, these findings can be interpreted as 
generally supporting the prediction that individuals idealize their mar­
riage partners. 
The second part of the general hypothesis can be tested by deter­
mining whether or not individuals attribute positive behavior to personal 
qualities and negative behavior to situational factors more so when they 
evaluate their spouses' behavior than when they evaluate their friends' 
behavior and whether or not individuals do the same thing to a greater 
extent when evaluating their spouses' behavior than do their spouses when 
they evaluate their own behavior. The mean causal-rating values for the 
various behavior groups to be compared are presented in Table 19. 
Table 19. Mean rating on positive and negative behaviors (spouse, friend, 
and spouse self-rating)^ 
Behavior group Males Females Total 
Positive Spouse (SPB) 24.6 24.7 24.7 
Friend (FPB) 23.5 25.7 24.6 
Spouse self-rating (SSPB) 25.2 23.9 24.5 
Negative Spouse (SNB) 10.2 11.0 10.6 
Friend (FNB) 13.3 11.6 12.4 
Spouse self-rating (SSNB) 11.1 12.8 12.0 
^Higher numbers indicate greater dispositional causality, lower num­
bers indicate greater situational causality. 
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Four empirical hypotheses can be specified and tested. They are: 
EH I e Spouse's positive behavior (SPB) scores are higher than 
friend's positive behavior (FPB) scores. 
Males t = 3.22 p<.001 
Females t = -2.77 N.S. 
Total t = 0.16 N.S. 
EH I f Spouse's positive behavior (SPB) scores are higher than 
spouse's self-rated positive behavior (SSPB) scores. 
Males t = -2.13 N.S. 
Females t = 2.59 p<.01 
Total t = 0.31 N.S. 
EH I g Spouse's negative behavior (SNB) scores are lower than friend' 
negative behavior (FNB) scores. 
Males t = -7.29 p<.001 
Females t = -1.30 N.S. 
Total t = -5.88 p<.001 
EH I h Spouse's negative behavior (SNB) scores are lower than spouse' 
self-rated negative behavior (SSNB) scores. 
Males t = -1.66 p<.05 
Females t = -3.94 p<.001 
Total t = -3.95 p<.001 
These results provide only minimal support for the general hypothesis pre 
diction that people maintain an idealized image of their spouses through 
selective attribution process of crediting their spouses with responsi­
bility for good behaviors and downplaying their spouses' behaviors by 
attributing them to circumstantial factors. It appears that, in general, 
people do not attribute their spouses' positive behavior to personal 
qualities any more than they do for their friends' positive behavior or 
their spouses' do their own. This is mainly due to the fact that women 
were more likely to attribute the positive behavior of both their friends 
and themselves (SSPB for males) to personal qualities than they were to 
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attribute the positive behavior of their husbands to personal qualities. 
While the attribution of causality for positive behaviors did not support 
the general hypothesis, the attribution of causality for negative behavior 
did. Therefore, it would appear that people do develop a selective, 
idealized attribution process. The process is only idealized for negative 
behavior of the spouse, however. This fact, along with the finding that 
people actually do create an idealized image of their mates, leads to the 
qualified acceptance of general hypothesis I. Once again, that qualifica­
tion concerns the attribution of causality for positive behavior. 
The second general hypothesis predicted a positive relationship be­
tween marital idealization and marital adjustment. The fact that two 
variables related to marital idealization were measured and that four 
components of marital adjustment were measured in addition to total mari­
tal adjustment leads to the specification of ten empirical hypotheses 
which are tested. They are: 
EH II a The higher the score on marital idealization, the higher the 
score on the affectional expression subscale. 
Males r = .161 p<.05 
Females r = .179 p<. 05 
Total r = .171 p<.01 
EH II b The higher the score on idealized attributional style, the 
higher the score on the affectional expression subscale. 
Males r = .294 p<. 01 
Females r = .196 p<.01 
Total r = .197 p<.001 
EH II c The higher the score on marital idealization, the higher the 
score on the dyadic satisfaction subscale. 
Males r = .241 p<.01 
Females r = .159 p<.01 
Total r = .191 p<.001 
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The higher the score on idealized attributional style, the 
higher the score on the dyadic satisfaction subscale. 
Males r = .189 p<. 01 
Females r = .167 p<.05 
Total r = .177 p<.001 
The higher the score on marital idealization, the higher the 
score on the dyadic consensus subscale. 
Males r = .234 p<. 01 
Females r = .188 p<. 05 
Total r = .208 p<. 001 
The higher the score on idealized attributional style, the 
higher the score on the dyadic consensus subscale. 
Males r = .149 p<.05 
Females r = .140 p<.05 
Total r = .143 p<. 01 
The higher the score on marital idealization, the higher the 
score on the dyadic cohesion subscale. 
Males r = .262 p<.001 
Females r = .244 p<.05 
Total r = .250 p<.001 
The higher the score on idealized attributional style, the 
higher the score on the dyadic cohesion subscale. 
Males r = .222 p<.01 
Females r = .293 p<.001 
Total r = .251 p<.001 
The higher the score on marital idealization, the higher the 
score on the marital adjustment scale. 
Males r = .293 p<.001 
Females r = .243 p<.01 
Total r = .265 p<.001 
The higher the score on idealized attributional style, the 
higher the score on the marital adjustment scale. 
Males r = .203 p<. 01 
Females r = .233 p<.01 
Total r = .214 p<.001 
68 
These results support the general hypothesis that marital idealization is 
positively related to marital adjustment. Therefore, general hypothesis 
II is accepted-
The third general hypothesis was that Edmonds' Marital Conventional­
ization Scale is heavily contaminated by marital idealization. Since this 
hypothesis deals specifically with conventionalization as measured by 
Edmonds' "true/false" format, results of testing this hypothesis using the 
"true/false" format will be presented first. The results of testing the 
hypothesis using the "forced-choice" format for marital conventionaliza­
tion will then be presented. Once again, there are two measures of 
idealization employed. Therefore, two empirical hypotheses are tested 
in each case. 
EH III a The higher the score on marital conventionalization (Edmonds' 
true/false format), the higher the score on marital idealiza­
tion. 
Males r = .223 p<.05 
Females r = .263 p<.01 
Total r = .246 p<.001 
EH III b The higher the score on marital conventionalization (Edmonds' 
true/false format), the higher the score on idealized attribu-
tional style. 
Males r = .257 p<.01 
Females r = .136 N.S. 
Total r = .194 p<.01 
These results provide a minimal degree of support for the general hypothe­
sis. They indicate that marital idealization is positively related to 
marital conventionalization. This relationship is not of a magnitude, 
however, that would justify saying that Edmonds' Marital Conventionaliza­
tion Scale is "heavily" contaminated by marital idealization. We can now 
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turn to the results of testing this same general hypothesis using the 
forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scale. 
EH III c The higher the score on marital conventionalization (forced-
choice format), the higher the score on marital idealization. 
Males r = .413 p<.001 
Females r = .185 N.S. 
Total r = .285 p<.001 
EH III d The higher the score on marital conventionalization (forced-
choice format), the higher the score on idealized attribu-
tional style. 
Males r = .273 p< .01 
Females r = .195 p<.05 
Total r = .227 p<. 01 
The results here also provide only minimal support for the general 
hypothesis. There is, once again, a positive relationship between marital 
conventionalization and marital idealization but it is not large enough to 
warrant saying that the measure of marital conventionalization is "heavi­
ly" contaminated by marital idealization. The relatively high correlation 
(.413) between conventionalization and idealization for men compared to 
the one for women (.185) should be noted. 
It was hypothesized in general hypothesis IV that the positive corre­
lation between Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale and marital ad­
justment will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for marital 
idealization. Based upon this general hypothesis, the following ten 
empirical hypotheses are tested using the "true/false" format of the 
marital conventionalization scale: 
EH IV a The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and affactional expression 
subscale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
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•EH IV b The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and affectional expression 
subscale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV c The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic satisfaction 
subscale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
EH IV d The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic satisfaction 
subscale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV e The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic consensus sub-
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
EH IV f The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic consensus sub-
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV g The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic cohesion sub-
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
EH IV h The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and dyadic cohesion sub-
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV i The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and marital adjustment 
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
EH IV j The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (Edmonds' true/false format) and marital adjustment 
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
The results of testing these ten empirical hypotheses are presented in 
Table 20. It is obvious that the positive relationship between the 
marital adjustment measures and marital conventionalization is reduced 
Table 20. Correlation coefficients between marital adjustment and marital conventionalization 
(Edmonds' true/false format) when marital idealization varies and is held constant^ 
Sample 
Marital 
convention­
alization 
Marital conven­
tionalization 
marital ideali­
zation held 
constant 
Marital conven­
tionalization 
idealized attri-
butional style 
held constant 
Affectional expression Males .410 .398 .375 
Females .518 .500 .505 
Total .470 .454 .447 
Dyadic satisfaction Males .595 .583 .573 
Females .525 .505 .514 
Total .552 .536 .536 
Dyadic consensus Males .589 .570 .582 
Females .487 .462 .476 
Total .536 .514 .524 
Dyadic cohesion Males .331 .288 .279 
Females .445 .391 .430 
Total .386 .335 .355 
Marital adjustment Males .648 .627 .628 
Females .629 .600 .620 
Total .636 .610 .620 
^All correlations are significant at the .01 level or lower. 
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when each measure of marital idealization is held constant. The degree of 
the decline is so small, however, that these results cannot be interpreted 
as supporting the general hypothesis which predicted that the positive 
correlation would be "reduced or eliminated." Therefore, the general 
hypothesis is rejected for the true/false format of the marital conven­
tionalization scale. The general hypothesis can also be examined for the 
forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scale. This 
examination leads to the specification of ten more empirical hypotheses. 
They are: 
EH IV k The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and affectional expression sub-
scale scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for marital idealization scores. 
EH IV 1 The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and affectional expression sub-
scales scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls 
for idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV m The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic satisfaction subscale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
marital idealization scores. 
EH IV n The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic satisfaction subscale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV o The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic consensus subscale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
marital idealization scores. 
EH IV p The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic consensus subscale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
idealized attributional style scores. 
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EH IV q The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic cohesion subscale 
scores will be reduced or"eliminated when one controls for 
marital idealization scores. 
EH IV r The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and dyadic cohesion subscale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
idealized attributional style scores. 
EH IV s The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and marital adjustment scale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
marital idealization scores. 
EH IV t The positive relationship between marital conventionalization 
scores (forced-choice format) and marital adjustment scale 
scores will be reduced or eliminated when one controls for 
idealized attributional style scores. 
The results of testing these empirical hypotheses are presented in Table 
21. As with the true/false format for marital conventionalization, it is 
obvious that the positive relationship between the marital adjustment 
measures and marital conventionalization is reduced when each measure of 
marital idealization is held constant. Once again, however, the decline 
is not large enough to support the general hypothesis that the relation­
ship will be "reduced or eliminated." General hypothesis IV is rejected 
for the forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scales as 
well as for the true/false format. 
It was predicted in general hypothesis V that anomie is inversely 
related to marital idealization. This general hypothesis is expressed in 
the following two empirical hypotheses which are tested: 
EH V a The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the marital 
idealization score. 
Males r = -.102 N.S. 
Females r = .169 p<.05 
Total r = .032 N.S. 
Table 21. Correlation coefficients between marital adjustment and marital conventionalization 
(forced-choice format) when marital idealization varies and is held constant^ 
Sample 
Marital 
convention­
alization 
Marital conven­
tionalization 
marital ideali­
zation held 
constant 
Marital conven­
tionalization 
idealized attri-
hutional style 
held constant 
Affectional expression Males .389 .339 .355 
Females .519 .500 .499 
Total .454 .421 .431 
Dyadic satisfaction Males .781 .749 .771 
Females .718 .711 .709 
Total .731 .714 .721 
Dyadic consensus Males .622 .580 .599 
Females .655 .642 .647 
Total .640 .616 .62# 
Dyadic cohesion Males .370 .302 .347 
Females .484 .475 .452 
Total .435 .408 .401 
Marital adjustment Males .734 .693 .719 
Females .787 .779 .778 
Total .762 .742 .750 
^All correlations are significant at the .01 level or lower. 
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EH V b The higher the score of the anomie scale, the lower the 
idealized attributional style score. 
Males r = -.043 N.S. 
Females r = -.181 p<,01 
Total r = -.105 p<. 05 
These results are obviously mixed. The relationship between anomie and 
marital idealization is not significant at the .05 level for males for 
either idealization measure. For females, however, the results indicate a 
significant relationship in the opposite direction predicted for one 
measure of idealization and a significant relationship in the direction 
predicted for the other measure. In general, these findings can only be 
interpreted to mean that general hypothesis V is not supported and must, 
therefore, be rejected. 
General hypothesis VI predicted an inverse relationship between 
anomie and marital adjustment. This general hypothesis leads to the 
specification of the following five empirical hypotheses which are tested: 
EH VI a The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the score 
on the affectional expression subscale. 
Males r = -.287 p<.001 
Females r = -.035 N.S. 
Total r = -.163 p<.001 
EH VI b The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the score 
on the dyadic satisfaction subscale. 
Males r = -.357 p<.001 
Females r = -.191 p<.01 
Total r = -.256 p<.001 
EH VI c The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the score 
on the dyadic consensus subscale. 
Males r = -.333 p<.001 
Females r = -.113 N.S. 
Total r = -.232 p<.001 
76 
EH VI d The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the score 
on the dyadic cohesion subscale. 
Males r = -.236 p<.001 
Females r = -.140 p<.05 
Total r = -.188 p<.00i 
EH VI e The higher the score on the anomie scale, the lower the score 
on the marital adjustment scale. 
Males r = -.403 p<.001 
Females r = -.162 p<.05 
Total r = -.279 p<.001 
The results presented above are clearly supportive of general hypothesis 
VI. Therefore, the hypothesis that anomie is inversely related to marital 
adjustment is accepted. It should be pointed out that the negative rela­
tionship between anomie and marital adjustment—and its components—is 
consistently stronger for men than for women. 
It was hypothesized in general hypothesis VII that social desirabili­
ty is not related to marital adjustment provided that procedures to make 
it easier for respondents to admit to undesirable qualities, feelings, and 
experiences are followed. This general hypothesis leads to the following 
five empirical hypotheses which are tested: 
EH VII a There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and scores on the affectional expression subscale. 
Males r = .088 N.S. 
Females r = .206 p<.01 
Total r = .151 p<.01 
EH VII b There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and scores on the dyadic satisfaction subscale. 
Males r = .169 p<.05 
Females r = .140 p<. 05 
To tal r = .50 p<.01 
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EH VII c There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and scores on the dyadic consensus subscale. 
Males r = .290 p<.001 
Females r = .236 p<.001 
Total r = .262 p<.001 
EH VII d There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and scores on the dyadic cohesion subscale. 
Males r = .099 N.S. 
Females r = .066 N.S. 
Total r = .082 N.S. 
EH VII e There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and scores on the marital adjustment scale. 
Males r = .244 p<.001 
Females r = .202 p<.01 
Total r = .222 p<.001 
In general, these results do not support the general hypothesis. There­
fore, it must be rejected because there is a significant positive rela­
tionship between marital adjustment and social desirability. It should be 
pointed out, however, that the relationship is not significant for the 
dyadic cohesion subscale and for males on the affectional expression sub-
2 
scale. In addition, the r value of .0493 for the total sample indicates 
that social desirability accounts for less than 5 percent of the variance 
of marital adjustment. 
General hypothesis VIII predicted that social desirability is not 
related to marital idealization provided that procedures to make it easier 
for respondents to admit to undesirable qualities, feelings, and experi­
ences are followed. The following two empirical hypotheses were tested: 
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There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and marital idealization scores. 
Males r = .079 N.S. 
Females r = -.055 N.S. 
Total r = .003 N.S. 
There is no relationship between scores on the social desira­
bility scale and idealized attributional style scores. 
Males r = .040 N.S. 
Females r = .005 N.S. 
Total r = .022 N.S. 
Based upon these findings, general hypothesis VIII is clearly supported. 
Therefore, it is accepted. 
Finally, general hypothesis IX predicted that changing the responses 
to Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale from the "true/false" to a 
forced-choice format will reduce the positive correlation between marital 
conventionalization and marital adjustment. The empirical hypothesis is 
as follows: 
EH IX Changing from a true/false to a forced-choice response format 
for marital conventionalization will reduce the positive corre­
lation between marital conventionalization scale scores and 
marital adjustment scale scores. 
As is evident from the data previously presented in Tables 20 and 21, 
changing the format had the effect of increasing the correlation between 
marital conventionalization and marital adjustment for males and females 
combined from .636 to .762. General hypothesis IX is not supported. 
Summary 
This section has presented the results of testing the study's general 
hypotheses. In each case, the general hypothesis was first expressed in 
terms of an empirical hypothesis or hypotheses. General hypotheses I, II, 
EH VIII a 
EH VIII b 
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VI, and VIII were accepted. General hypotheses III, IV, V, VII, and IX, 
on the other hand, were not supported. 
Social and Demographic Variables 
The effect of the various demographic and social variables included 
in this study on the major variables of marital conventionalization, 
marital adjustment and its components, marital idealization, anomie, 
social desirability, idealized attributional style, and marital idealiza­
tion will be discussed in this section. In each case, the data will be 
presented in tabular form (see Appendix E) only if there is a significant 
relationship for either males, females, or the total sample. ^Thether or 
not there is a significant relationship was determined through a one-way 
analysis of variance which statistically tests whether the means of sub-
samples into which the sample data are broken are significantly different 
from each other. Whenever the independent background variable's level of 
measurement is ordinal or higher, the correlation coefficient for the two 
variables will be reported along with the F statistic in the tables.^ 
Marital conventionalization (true/false format) 
Only one demographic or social variable was found to have a signifi­
cant effect upon marital conventionalization when it was measured using 
the true/false format. That variable is number of children (Table 36). 
The one exception to this involves the variable of age. It was felt 
that age could best be analyzed strictly through correlational analysis. 
Therefore, in any case where age is significantly related to a major vari­
able, its relationship to the major variable will be reported, in.paren­
theses, at the end of the discussion of that variable. 
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It is clear upon examining the data for the total sample that number of 
children is negatively related to marital conventionalization. (Age is 
also negatively related to marital conventionalization for the total sam­
ple (r = -.170, p<.01) and for females (r = -.211, p<.05).) 
Marital conventionalization (forced-choice format) 
When marital conventionalization is measured using the forced-choice 
response format, three background variables are found to significantly 
affect it. The three are year of marriage, number of children, and in­
fluence of religion. Data for these three variables are presented in 
Tables 37, 38, and 39 respectively. 
Year of marriage significantly affects marital conventionalization 
for males, but does not for females. The relationship between the two 
variables is linear with a tendency for marital conventionalization to 
decrease the longer an individual has been married-
The data for number of children indicate that there is a negative 
relationship between marital conventionalization and number of children. 
This relationship is more pronounced for women than for men. 
Influence of religion has a significant impact on marital conven­
tionalization only for women where the relationship is a positive, linear 
one. 
Affectional expression 
The affectional expression component of marital adjustment was found 
to be significantly affected by year of marriage, influence of religion, 
income, and mother's occupation (Tables 40-43). There appears to be a 
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slight tendency for affectional expression scores to decrease the longer 
one has been married. • 
The effect of influence of religion upon affectional expression is 
significant for men, but not for women. The relationship is a positive 
linear one. 
Income was found to have a significant impact on affectional expres­
sion scores. In this case, the relationship is not linear. Upon examin­
ing the data for the total sample, it appears that individuals from the 
middle—or slightly above—income groups have the lowest affectional ex­
pression scores. 
Affectional expression was also found to vary according to mother's 
occupation. It is extremely difficult to draw any conclusions from these 
data, however. It is interesting to note when we examine the total sample 
that individuals whose mothers were unskilled workmen scored lowest on 
affectional expression while those whose mothers were skilled workmen or 
foremen scored highest. 
Dyadic satisfaction 
A total of five background variables were found to significantly 
affect dyadic satisfaction. The five were year of marriage, number of 
children, influence of religion, church attendance, and mother's occupa­
tion. The data for these variables are presented in Tables 44-48. 
The data for year of marriage clearly indicate that there is a rela­
tively strong, negative relationship between length of marriage and dyadic 
satisfaction. This is the case for both males and females. 
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Number of children was also found to be negatively related to dyadic 
satisfaction. While being the case for both males and females, this rela­
tionship is much stronger for women than for men. 
Both influence of religion and church attendance significantly af­
fected dyadic satisfaction. In both cases, the effect was positive. The 
relationship between influence of religion and dyadic satisfaction is 
stronger than that between church attendance and dyadic satisfaction, 
however. This applies for both males and females. 
Mother's occupation significantly affects dyadic satisfaction scores. 
Once again, it is extremely difficult to draw any conclusions from the 
mother's occupation data. Those respondents whose mothers were unskilled 
workmen did score lowest, however. (Age is negatively related to dyadic 
satisfaction (r = -.096, p<.05).) 
Dyadic consensus 
The background variables of year of marriage, number of children, 
influence of religion, church attendance, and father's occupation signifi­
cantly affected dyadic consensus. Data for these variables are presented 
in Tables 49-53. 
Year of marriage was found to have a significant impact upon dyadic 
consensus. In this case, however, the relationship is not linear. The 
effect of year of marriage upon dyadic consensus appears to be random. It 
is impossible to draw any conclusions from the data. 
The number of children an individual has was found to be negatively 
related to dyadic consensus. This relationship is stronger for women than 
for men. 
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The two religion variables of influence of religion and church 
attendance significantly influence dyadic consensus for males. In each 
case, the relationship is a positive linear one. Based upon the data 
presented in Tables 51 and 52, it is impossible to say the same thing for 
females. 
Finally, father's occupation affects dyadic consensus for males. 
Respondents whose fathers had higher status occupations such as proprietor 
or professional or manager scored higher on the dyadic consensus subscale 
than did other males. Father's occupation does not appear to play such a 
role in dyadic consensus for women. 
Dyadic cohesion 
Dyadic cohesion was found to be influenced by the background varia­
bles of year of marriage, number of children, occupation, religious 
preference, influence of religion, and father's occupation. Tables 54-59 
present dyadic cohesion scores as a function of these six variables. 
Year of marriage significantly affects dyadic cohesion. The rela­
tionship between the two variables is linear. There is a tendency for 
dyadic cohesion to vary inversely with length of marriage. This relation­
ship is stronger for women than for men. 
A person's dyadic cohesion score was also found to vary inversely 
with number of children. The strength of this relationship is much 
greater for women than for men. 
The occupation of the respondent was found to significantly affect 
dyadic cohesion for women, but not for men. The two occupational cate­
gories with the highest dyadic cohesion scores for women were skilled 
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workman or foreman and professional or manager, while the two with the 
lowest scores were semiskilled workman and homemaker. 
Both religious preference and the influence of religion significantly 
influence dyadic cohesion. Respondents whose religious preference is 
either "other" or "Protestant" appear to have the highest dyadic cohesion 
scores while those who do not have a preference have the lowest scores. 
This would appear to be the case for both males and females. Men's 
dyadic cohesion is also affected by the influence of religion. The 
greater the influence of religion for men, the higher the dyadic cohesion 
scores. This is not the case for women. 
The last background variable that significantly affects dyadic co­
hesion is father's occupation. Father's occupation appears to affect the 
dyadic cohesion of men more than women. The occupations of professional 
or manager and farmer are two of the father's occupations that are asso­
ciated with higher dyadic cohesion for males. (Age is negatively related 
to dyadic cohesion for the total sample (r = -.114, p<.05) and for females 
(r = -.178, p<.01).) 
Marital adjustment 
Five background factors were found to significantly influence total 
marital adjustment scores. Those five factors were year of marriage, 
number of children, influence of religion, church attendance, and father's 
occupation. The data for these variables are presented in Tables 60-64. 
As would be expected in light of other previously reported findings, 
year of marriage is related to marital adjustment in a linear fashion such 
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that marital adjustment decreases with length of marriage. This is the 
case for both men and women. 
Number of children was found to be negatively related to marital ad­
justment. This was the case for both men and women, though the relation­
ship was much stronger for women. 
Influence of religion positively affects marital adjustment. This 
was found to be particularly true for men. In addition to influence of 
religion, church attendance also positively influences marital adjustment. 
Once again, this is more the case for males than for females. 
Father's occupation significantly affects marital adjustment for both 
males and females. Men whose fathers were professionals or managers tend 
to have the highest marital adjustment scores while those whose fathers 
were skilled workmen or foremen have the lowest. On the other hand, women 
whose fathers were skilled workmen or foremen report the highest level of 
marital adjustment. 
Anomie 
Six background variables were found to be significantly related to 
anomie. The six variables are geographical area, religious preference, 
influence of religion, church attendance, father's occupation, and 
mother's occupation. Anomie scores are presented as a function of these 
variables in Tables 55-70. 
Geographical area was found to be related to anomie for males. Males 
from rural areas recorded the lowest levels of anomie while males from 
large cities recorded the highest. 
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Having no religious preference was found to be associated with the 
highest reported levels of anomie when religious preference was examined. 
This was found to be more true for women than for men. It was also found 
that both influence of religion and church attendance are negatively re­
lated to anomie. This relationship is strong for both males and females. 
Anomie was also found to vary according to father's occupation. The 
one distinguishing finding that emerges from the father's occupation data 
is the fact that individuals whose fathers were farmers score relatively 
low on anomie. It is also interesting to note that respondents whose 
fathers occupied clerical or sales positions or were skilled workmen or 
foremen tended to score highest. 
In addition to father's occupation, mother's occupation was dis­
covered to significantly affect anomie. Individuals whose mothers were 
either professionals or managers or homemakers were the least likely to 
experience high levels of anomie. 
Social desirability 
Only one background variable significantly affected social desira­
bility scores (Table 71). That variable was influence of religion which 
was positively related to social desirability. 
Idealized attributional style 
Number of children and religious preference affected idealized attri­
butional style (Tables 72 and 73). Number of children was found to be 
negatively related to idealized attributional style. 
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Religious preference was found to be related to idealized attribu-
tional style for women only. Protestant women scored highest while those 
whose religious preference was "other" scored lowest. 
Marital idealization 
Two background variables were also found to affect marital idealiza­
tion. They were, once again, number of children and income (Tables 74 
and 75). Number of children was negatively related to marital idealiza­
tion for both males and females. 
Income was found to have an effect only for women. The relationship 
between the two variables is not linear, but there appears to be a tenden­
cy for women in the lower income categories to idealize their spouses more 
than women in some of the higher income categories. 
Summary 
The effects of individual demographic and social variables upon this 
study's major variables have been summarized in this section. Obviously, 
further analysis of the effects of these variables upon each other and in 
combination with each other is possible. Such an analysis is beyond the 
scope and purpose of the present study, however. We will now turn to a 
discussion of what the findings reported in this chapter mean. 
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CHAPTER VI, DISCUSSION AND FURTHER ANALYSIS 
This chapter will attempt to interpret the findings reported in 
Chapter V and expand upon those findings through further analysis of the 
data. The first section of this chapter will be devoted to a discussion 
of the results of testing the general hypotheses. The second section will 
through further analysis look even more closely at the relationship be­
tween marital adjustment and marital conventionalization and social de­
sirability. 
Discussion of Hypotheses Testing 
The hypotheses tested in the previous chapter were derived from and 
meant to test the theoretical explanation for the high correlation between 
marital conventionalization and marital adjustment presented in Chapter 
II. It was theorized that people have a tendency to idealize their mar­
riage partners and to maintain their idealized images of their spouses 
through a pattern of defensive causal attribution. The results of this 
study confirm this belief. It was further theorized that such a process of 
idealization would be functional for marital adjustment in that the 
idealized image of the spouse would be "real in its consequences" for the 
individual. This contention is also supported. 
The theoretical explanation presented in Chapter II begins to fall 
down when it comes to explaining, in terras of marital idealization, the 
fact that individuals give "impossibly good" responses to marital conven­
tionalization items. The theory held that impossibly good responses were 
not impossible in the view of someone who had idealized his/her spouse. 
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It was argued that, if this was the case, Edmonds' Marital Conventionali­
zation Scale is heavily contaminated'by marital idealization and that the 
positive correlation between marital conventionalization and marital ad­
justment would be reduced or eliminated when marital idealization is con­
trolled. The fact that this was not found to be the case indicates that 
marital idealization is an inadequate explanation for individuals giving 
conventional responses when asked about their marriages and spouses and 
for the high correlation between marital conventionalization and marital 
adjustment. 
That marriage is a crucial nomic instrumentality was one of the basic 
assumptions of the theoretical orientation. This assumption, along with 
the view that marital idealization contributes to the maintenance of so­
cially derived constructions of reality, led to the contention that anomie 
is inversely related to both marital idealization and marital adjustment. 
This is found to be the case for marital adjustment, but not for marital 
idealization. Obviously, this finding casts considerable doubt on Hall 
and Taylor's (1976) view that by enhancing one's spouse through idealiza­
tion, the spouse can continue to be a source of positive reinforcement for 
beliefs, attitudes, and values. Based upon the results of this study, it 
would appear that marital adjustment is associated with lower levels of 
anomie, but marital idealization does not play a key role in low anomie. 
Based upon the work of a number of authors (Hawkins, 1966; Murstein 
and Beck, 1972; Dean and Lucas, 1975), the prediction was made that both 
marital adjustment and marital idealization would not be related to social 
desirability. This is the case for marital idealization, but not for 
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marital adjustment. It should be pointed out that the magnitude of the 
correlation (.222) between social desirability and marital adjustment for 
the total sample, while statistically significant, is not large enough to 
justify any contention that our measure of marital adjustment is heavily 
contaminated by social desirability. This relatively low correlation is 
consistent with the correlation of .31 for husbands and .37 for wives 
reported by Hawkins (1966) and the correlation of .26 reported by Dean and 
Lucas (1975) for the same two variables. 
Finally, the application of consistency theory led to the prediction 
that changing the responses to Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale 
from the "true/false" to a forced-choice format would reduce the positive 
correlation between marital conventionalization and marital adjustment. 
This prediction was theoretically grounded in the belief that the "either/ 
or" nature of the "true/false" response framework would result in the 
"conventional" response being more likely to produce a balanced or cogni-
tively consistent situation for the individual respondent. The fact that 
the correlation between the two variables increased, rather than de­
creased, with the format change clearly indicates that the relationship 
between marital conventionalization and marital adjustment cannot be ex­
plained simply in terms of such a consistency interpretation. 
These results appear to raise nearly as many questions as they 
answer. The fact that the relationship between marital conventionaliza­
tion and marital adjustment cannot be explained either in terms of marital 
idealization contaminating our measure of marital conventionalization or 
in terms of the "true/false" format of Edmonds' scale producing a 
91 
situation where the "conventional" response is most likely to result in a 
balanced or consistent state would initially appear to support Edmonds' 
(1967) interpretation that our measures of marital adjustment are so con­
taminated by marital conventionalization that they are of little value. 
The question that arises, however, is why the relationship between marital 
adjustment and an independent measure of social desirability is relatively 
weak. Since marital conventionalization is defined in terms of social de­
sirability, one would expect social desirability to be highly related to 
marital adjustment if marital conventionalization is. As pointed out 
above, this is not the case. One would also expect social desirability 
and marital conventionalization to be highly related. The correlation 
between the two variables, using Edmonds' "true/false" format for conven­
tionalization, turns out to be .305 (p<.001) for the total sample, .286 
(p<.01) for males, and .323 (p<.001) for females. Using the forced-choice 
format, the correlation turns out to be .144 (p<.05) for the total sample, 
.047 (N.S.) for males, and .197 (p<.05) for females. While most of these 
correlation coefficients are statistically significant, they do not come 
even close to the magnitude that would be expected if our measures of 
marital conventionalization and social desirability are measuring the same 
general concept. In addition, it is interesting to note that the rela­
tionship between social desirability and marital conventionalization is 
weakest for the measure of conventionalization (forced-choice) which was 
most highly related to marital adjustment. If Edmonds were correct in his 
interpretation of the situation, one would also expect the correlation 
between marital conventionalization and marital adjustment to substan­
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tially decrease when social desirability is controlled. The results, of 
controlling for social desirability are presented in Table 22. As is 
obvious from the data presented in the table, the correlations do not 
substantially decrease. It is apparent that the questions which are 
raised here deserve further examination. This will be done in the next 
section of this chapter. 
Table 22. Correlation coefficients between marital adjustment and marital 
conventionalization when social desirability varies and is held 
constant^ 
Sample 
Marital 
adjustment 
Marital adjustment 
social desirability 
held constant 
Marital conventionalization Males .648 .607 
(true/false format) Females .629 .594 
Total .636 .594 
Marital conventionalization Males .734 .738 
(forced-choice format) Females .787 .784 
Total .762 .761 
^All correlations are significant at the .001 level. 
Further Analysis 
The issues that are raised in the previous section seem to revolve, 
once again, around the validity of the marital conventionalization 
measure that is employed. Does it really measure "the extent to which a 
person distorts the appraisal of his marriage in the direction of social 
desirability" as Edmonds (1967, p. 681) contends? The low correlation 
between marital conventionalization and the independent measure of social 
desirability indicates that the two measures are measuring distinctly 
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different phenomenon. A low correlation between marital conventionaliza­
tion and another indicator of social desirability was reported by Edmonds 
(1967) hi'-nsdlf. He reported a correlation of .39 between his marital 
convencionalizat-'iùii sejle and ihe Lie Scale of the >[MPI (Dahlstrom and 
Welsh, 1960). Edmonds (1967) contends, however, that the correlation co­
efficient of .39 is not a very strong disconfirmation of the general con­
ventionalization hypothesis because the blunt nature of the Lie Scale does 
not permit any useful amount of dispersion of its scores on college stu­
dent samples similar to the one he employed at Florida State. The ques­
tion that arises is whether this same explanation can be employed to ex­
plain the low correlation between the marital conventionalization scale 
and the measure of social desirability employed in this study. 
In tiio present study, scores ranged from 71 to 215 on tlie social de­
sirability scale. The mean for the scale was 129.8. This clearly indi­
cates that scale scores are widely dispersed and that subjects are naive 
as to the purpose of the scale's questions. It would appear that the 
certainty format in which the sample responded to the social desirability 
items in this study reduced the "blunt" nature that is often a character­
istic of social desirability scales. Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization 
Scale should also be examined for dispersion of scores and bluntness of 
items. In so doing, we will first look at Edmonds' original "true/false" 
format for the scale items. This form of the scale has a range of 0-89 
with a mean of 36.0. There is a wide dispersion of scale scores with this 
format. However, 10 respondents scored 0 on the scale and the scale's 
mode was 6. (Twelve people scored 6.) This may indicate that the "true/ 
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false" conventionalization items may be so blunt that some respondents are 
not naive as to the purpose of those items. This is further indicated by 
a number of comments made by respondents in the present study either next 
to the items themselves or at the end of the questionnaire where a space 
was provided for comments. Some of the comments received were as follows: 
These questions are worded so that they cannot be answered. 
I believe the T, F questions 12 thru 26 are worded a bit ridiculously 
and serve little purpose in gaining an insight into the feelings of a 
married couple. 
Questions 12-26 could be worded better—statements like something is 
"completely" so are often misleading, as few things fit into "always" 
type categories. 
For questions 12-26—should have answers in between the two extremes. 
Some of the true-false statements in the beginning of this question­
naire may have been more realistic if they had a range (ex: 1 
(always) - 10 (never)) instead of just T. or F. 
Some questions are unrealistic, e.g., "completely" in #13. 
Questions such as 19 are ambiguous as to the fact of what "perfect" 
is. Question twenty is very hard to pick as to what is "well ad­
justed." 
Questions 12-26 are so black and white I had difficulty answering 
some of them, e.g., 23. Hopefully everyone can be happier in any 
situation than they are now. I want my marriage to get better, 
happier not to remain stagnant sheltered with no movement or growth. 
Of course the questions themselves may have been structured to show 
this. 
I felt some reluctance in answering questions #12-26 because they 
needed more of an explanation than simply a True or False. "Words 
such as "never" and "completely" seems to make the "true" unrealis­
tic. 
Is this a "lie" scale? 
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On the average I feel this questionnaire was set up quite well. I 
did feel flustered at times because some of the questions were a 
little confusing. In some of the T and F questions, I felt I wanted 
to give an explanation because sometimes things are situational and a 
definite true or false answer seems unrealistic, for example: fl4, 
15, and 17. 
In the true and false questions, if you answered "T" then you were at 
one extreme and if you answered "F" then you are at another extreme. 
In addition to these general comments, a few respondents appeared to 
attempt to qualify their answers by circling or underlining key words such 
as "every," "perfect," and "any" or by explaining why they answered the 
way they did on specific items. What all of this means is that, in the 
present study, our social desirability scale has fewer "problems" than 
does Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale (true/false format). 
Therefore, the low correlation between social desirability and marital 
conventionalization cannot be easily dismissed in this case as the low 
correlation between Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale and the Lie 
Scale was by Edmonds (1967). It should be pointed out that only two re­
spondents made comments specifically about the social desirability items. 
Those two comments were as follows: 
Items for 102-127 are poor, e.g., #114. If there was only one time 
in my life when I deliberately hurt someone then the true answer 
should be D 5. Same with #111. If I have ever been discourteous, 
then D 5 is the true ans. Your problem is using never/always. You 
should never use them unless you are building a "lie" scale or 
"realism" scale. 
Lots of MMPI validity items! 
A few respondents commented about the complexity of the certainty method. 
However, these comments were about the certainty method response format, 
not specifically about the social desirability items. 
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The dispersion of scores and bluntness of items can also be examined 
for the forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scale. In 
this case, the mean was 49.2 with a range of 2-89. The mode for the scale 
was 42. There is not the concentration of low scores for the forced-
choice format that there was for the true/false format of the marital con­
ventionalization scale. This may indicate that the items are not nearly 
as "blunt" in the forced-choice format. This is also indicated by re­
spondent comments. Only two respondents commented specifically on the 
marital conventionalization items when they were presented in the forced-
choice format. These two comments were as follows: 
Questions 14, 16 are ambiguous and require guessing what percentage 
of couples 1 think match the statement. 
Questions 12-26 should have a neutral response. 
The difference in the comments of respondents concerning the conventional­
ization items in the two formats is obvious. Respondents are much more 
naive as to the purpose or intent of the items in the forced-choice for­
mat, and the forced-choice format would appear to do a better job of dis­
criminating low levels of conventionalization than Edmonds' original true/ 
false format of the scale. It is interesting that, if this is the case, 
the correlation between social desirability and marital conventionaliza­
tion is lower for the forced-choice format (.144) than for the true/false 
format (.306) of the marital conventionalization scale. In other words, 
the format of the marital conventionalization scale which appears to be 
the best scale and which is most highly related to marital adjustment is 
the format with the lowest correlation with, what appears to be, a good 
measure of social desirability. This can only be interpreted as indi-
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eating that our measures of marital conventionalization are not valid. If 
they were measuring "the extent to which a person distorts the appraisal 
of his marriage in the direction of social desirability," the correlation 
coefficients between them and an independent measure of social desira­
bility would be much greater than those reported above. 
If it is true that Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale is not 
a valid measure of the extent to which a person distorts the appraisal of. 
his marriage in the direction of social desirability, the relevant ques­
tion becomes what does it measure. The theoretical explanation outlined 
in Chapter II hypothesized that Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale 
was heavily contaminated by marital idealization. This was found not to 
be the case. The only other possibility that is readily apparent is that 
the marital conventionalization measures are, in actuality, measuring 
marital adjustment. In other words, the measure of marital conventionali­
zation may be heavily contaminated by marital adjustment instead of the 
other way around as is contended by Edmonds (1967). This would explain 
the very high correlation between the two. 
Edmonds et al. (1972, p. 100), in their study of adjustment, conser­
vatism, and marital conventionalization, consider the possibility that the 
marital conventionalization scale is contaminated by marital adjustment or 
"that people generally fudge on their marital adjustment appraisals but 
that the margin of fudging is, in a rough sense, constant for different 
levels of marital adjustment." They reject this possibility, however, on 
the basis that (1) the only two variables that they found to be substan­
tially correlated with marital adjustment are "erased when one controls 
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for marital conventionalization" and (2) in no case is the association 
between a number of indexes of conservatism and marital conventionaliza­
tion significantly reduced when marital adjustment is held constant. 
Edmonds et al. (1972, p. 101-102) summarize their findings in this regard 
in the following: 
It is apparent that the 'washouts' occur in one direction. That is, 
holding marital conventionalization constant 'washes out' any sig­
nificant positive associations between the conservatism indexes and 
marital adjustment, whereas, holding marital adjustment constant does 
not 'wash out,' indeed has no significant effect upon, the positive 
associations between the conservatism indexes and marital conven­
tionalization. This one direction 'wash-out' gives strong confirma­
tion to the hypothesis that the Marital Adjustment Scale is heavily 
contaminated by marital conventionalization and, at the same time, 
strongly disconfirms the hypothesis that the Marital Conventionaliza-
• tion Scale is contaminated by marital adjustment. In other words, 
the contaminating relationship between the two scales is sho^m to be 
heavy, positive, and in one direction—marital conventionalization 
contaminating the measurement of marital adjustment. The same data 
also give further indications of validity of the Marital Conven­
tionalization Scale since, obviously, if the scale is valid and if 
it is contaminating the measurement of marital adjustment there would 
be substantial reductions between obtained correlations between 
marital adjustment and some other variables. 
In order to examine the "reverse contamination hypothesis" for the 
sample from this study, the association of three background variables with 
both marital adjustment and marital conventionalization was examined as 
each varied and was held constant. The three background variables se­
lected were number of children, influence-of religion, and church attend­
ance. These three variables were selected for two reasons. One, as was 
reported in the previous chapter, they all have a substantial effect upon 
the major variables. The second reason is that the measures of these 
variables can be assumed, for statistical testing purposes, to be interval 
level. This is important because correlation and partial correlation 
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statistical techniques assume interval level units of measurement. The 
results of this examination when the "true/false" format for marital con­
ventionalization was used are presented in Table 23. The effect of con­
trolling for marital conventionalization upon the association of marital 
adjustment with the background variables will be discussed first. Holding 
marital conventionalization constant does not erase the significant corre­
lations between marital adjustment and number of children and between 
marital adjustment and influence of religion. It does "erase" the sig­
nificance of the relationship for church attendance. This correlation was 
not highly significant to begin with, however. These results can be com­
pared with what happens when marital adjustment is held constant. In this 
case, all significant correlations between marital conventionalization and 
the background variables are reduced to insignificant departures from 
zero. This would not occur if marital adjustment were not contaminating 
our measure of marital conventionalization. This finding, along with an 
examination of the degree of change in the correlation coefficients when 
each variable is held constant, indicates that the magnitudes of any 
"wash-outs" that occur are greatest in the direction that would occur if 
marital adjustment is contaminating the measure of marital conventionali­
zation. 
The data for an equivalent examination as the one discussed above 
using the forced-choice format of the marital conventionalization scale 
are presented in Table 24. An examination of these data clearly indi­
cates, once again, that any "wash-outs" are just as likely, if not more 
likely, to occur in the direction that would be expected if marital ad-
Table 23. Correlation coefficients between three background variables and marital adjustment and 
conventionalization (true/false format) when each varies and is held constant 
Background variable Sample 
Marital 
adjustment 
(MA) 
Marital convention­
alization (MC) 
MA with 
MC held 
constant 
MC with 
MA held 
constant 
Number of children Males -.270** -.190* -.197* -.020 
Females -.424*** -.201* -.391*** .093 
Total -.356*** -.200** -.303*** .036 
Influence of religion Males .345*** .163 .318*** -.085 
Females .082 -.001 .106 -.068 
Total .203** .070 .206** -.079 
Church attendance Males . 205* .221* .082 .119 
Females .085 .013 .099 -.052 
Total .140* .108 .094 .024 
Ap<.05. 
**p<.01. 
*A*p<.001. 
Table 24. Correlation coefficients between three background variables and marital adjustment and 
conventionalization (forced-choice format) when each varies and is held constant 
Background variable Sample 
Marital 
adjustment 
(MA) 
Marital convention­
alization (MC) 
MA with 
MC held 
constant 
MC with 
MA held 
constant 
Number of children Males -.073 -.125 .029 -.106 
Females -.157 -.281** .109 -.258* 
Total -.118 
-.206** .062 -.180* 
Influence of religion Males . 219* .033 .287** -.193 
Females .307** .242* .195* .000 
Total .272*** .143* .255*** -.103 
Church attendance Males .225* .163 .157 -.003 
Females . 212* .217* .069 .082 
Total .223** .193** .119 .038 
*p<.05. 
""P<.01. 
***p<.001. 
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justment is contaminating the measure of marital conventionalization as in 
the direction that would be expected if marital conventionalization is 
contaminating the measure of marital adjustment. 
It should be pointed out that these findings do not provide "proof 
positive" that Edmonds (1957) and Edmonds et al. (1972) are wrong when 
they contend that our measures of marital adjustment are heavily con­
taminated by marital conventionalization. However, when these findings 
are combined with the facts that the correlations between our marital con­
ventionalization measures and an independent measure of social desira­
bility are low (.306 for the true/false format, .144 for the forced-choice 
format) for two measures that supposedly measure the same tendency for 
people to give socially desirable answers, and that the correlation be­
tween social desirability and marital adjustment measures is only ,222, 
one has to at least seriously question their contentions and conclusions. 
It appears to this author that the explanation of marital adjustment con­
taminating the marital conventionalization measures is more reasonable in 
light of the data reported above. 
Summary 
This chapter has reviewed and discussed the implications of the 
findings of testing the general hypotheses which were reported in the 
previous chapter. In addition, the relationships between marital adjust­
ment, conventionalization, and social desirability were analyzed further. 
This analysis was interpreted as indicating that the marital convention­
alization measures may not be valid indicators of the extent to which a 
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person distorts the appraisal of his marriage in the direction of social 
desirability. According to this interpretation, the marital convention­
alization measures are really measuring marital adjustment. 
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CHAPTER VII. CONCLUSIONS 
This final chapter will briefly attempt to place the results of this 
study into the broader context of family sociology. In so doing, two 
specific topics will be discussed. They are limitations and suggestions 
for further research and a restatement of major findings and conclusions. 
Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 
A possible limitation of this study is the nature of the sample. 
This sample was a university sample. As a result, a high proportion of 
the respondents were students. In addition, the respondents were over­
whelmingly white, highly educated, and young. It was pointed out in 
Chapter III that the use of such a sample in this case was justified—if 
not even desirable—in that the goal of this research was to look at the 
relationship between variables, not to generalize to a larger population, 
and that similar studies with which the results of this one's are compared 
employed similar samples. While this is true, it cannot be denied that a 
sample more representative of the general population would have made it 
possible to generalize the results of this study with greater confidence 
had that been a major goal of the study. One suggestion for further re­
search in this area is that nonuniversity samples should be employed. 
A second suggestion for future research is that further tests of the 
validity of Edmonds' Marital Conventionalization Scale (Edmonds, 1967) 
should be undertaken. This could be accomplished in one of two ways. One 
possibility is that other and/or new scales for the measurement of social 
desirability could be used. If these measures correlate as low with 
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marital conventionalization as the one employed here does, more evidence 
would be available in support of this study's conclusion that it is more 
reasonable to view marital adjustment as contaminating the marital conven­
tionalization measures than the other way around. The second possibility 
involves using external indicators of conventionality rather than ques­
tionnaire responses. One such external indicator of conventionality is 
lifestyle. It would be interesting to reword the marital conventionali­
zation scale items so that they would apply to cohabiting couples as well 
as married couples. It could be argued that individuals who are openly 
cohabiting are engaged in an unconventional lifestyle. As a result, they 
would not be expected to score as high on measures of conventionality and/ 
or social desirability as others whose lifestyles are more conventional. 
Comparing the responses of people who are openly cohabiting with those 
who are traditionally married could provide an indication of the cri­
terion-related validity of the marital conventionalization measure. 
A final suggestion for further research involves the response format 
of social desirability measures. In the past, most social desirability 
measures have employed a true/false response format. As indicated by this 
study's respondent comments, such formats are not well received. They 
also are not sensitive to low levels of social desirability. Based upon 
the results of this study, the suggestion can be made that future measures 
of social desirability be constructed so that the response formats provide 
the respondents with a range of possible responses, e.g., forced-choice, 
certainty, and Likert formats. 
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Restatement of Major Findings and Conclusions 
The purpose of this dissertation has been to provide an indepth re­
examination of the relationship between marital adjustment and social de­
sirability. A theoretical explanation for the high correlation between 
marital conventionalization and marital adjustment was developed, pre­
sented, and tested. It was found that people idealize marriage partners 
and that such idealization is positively related to marital adjustment. 
Idealization does not heavily contaminate our marital conventionalization 
measures, however. Therefore, the tendency to idealize one's spouse 
cannot adequately explain the high correlation between marital adjustment 
and marital conventionalization. It was also found that anomie is in­
versely related to marital adjustment, but not to marital idealization. 
Social desirability is significantly related to marital adjustment. The 
amount of variance of marital adjustment explained by social desirability 
is small (4.93%), however. Social desirability is not related to marital 
idealization. Finally, changing the response format of the marital con­
ventionalization scale from the true/false format to a forced-choice 
format increased the correlation between marital conventionalization and 
marital adjustment. 
Further analysis of the data indicated that Edmonds' Marital Conven­
tionalization Scale (Edmonds, 1967) may not be a valid measure of the ex­
tent to which a person distorts the appraisal of his/her marriage in the 
direction of social desirability. It appears that Edmonds' Marital Con­
ventionalization Scale is, in actuality, measuring marital adjustment. 
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Hopefully, the results of this study can begin to eliminate some of 
the confusion that currently exists within family sociology about the 
usefulness of the marital adjustment concept and the measures of it. 
Based upon the data provided by this study, we can conclude that any con­
tamination of our marital adjustment measures by social desirability and 
conventionality is of such a small magnitude that it is of little sub­
stantive consequence. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO RESPONDENTS 
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of Sciencc and Tcchiiolo Ames. l<rwa 50011 
IX;p:irtnicnl of SiK-inlony :inil Aiiihiiip<)l<>(;v 
!().•? l-aM Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-64X0 
Dear Respondent, 
You and your spouse have been randomly selected from the married residents 
of university apartments to participate in a study of marital life. As you 
know, the institution of marriage is undergoing major changes because of the 
stresses and pressures of modem life. This study is designed to provide in­
sights into the dynamics of marital life today. Since you were randomly selected, 
your participation is important for the success of the study in that your response 
will be regarded as representative of others like yourself. 
Your participation in this study is, of course, totally voluntary. It should 
be pointed out that all answers to the enclosed questionnaire will be held in the 
strictest confidence and used only for sociological research. As a matter of fact, 
once you return the questionnaire there will be no way of knowing which one is 
yours. The number followed by either a "W" or "H" on the outside of your envelope 
and on the top of your questionnaire is only for the purpose of matching the 
responses of wives and husbands. There is n© record of your individual number. 
The questions included in the questionnaire will ask your opinions and feel­
ings about your marriage and life in general. There are no "right" or "wrong" 
answers to any of the questions and this is in no way a "test." The study's 
success depends upon you giving complete, frank, and honest answers. The only 
effect of distorted answers is distorted findings, and that's bad for everyone. 
It is also important that you fill out the questionnaire completely. Since the 
study is seeking the response of individuals, not couples, please ^  not discuss 
any of the items on the questionnaire with your spouse before or while completing 
it. You may, of course, do so afterwards. After completing the questionnaire, 
place it back in the envelope, seal the envelope, and return it to the sociology 
student who delivered it to you. 
In addition to the questionnaire, you will find a 3 by 5 note card enclosed. 
If you desire to receive a summary of the results of the study, write your name 
and address on the card and return it separately to the individual who returns 
to pick up the questionnaire. If you return the card, a summary of the results 
will be mailed to you when they are known. 
If you have any questions about the questionnaire or the study in general, 
feel free to call me either at ny office or at hom^, Thank you vei^^uch for 
your cooperation! \ / 
Garyr Ly/Hansen 
Sociology Graduate Student 
Office phone; 294-4612 
Hwne phone: 232-1891 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE 
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M A R I T A L  L I F E  Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  
General Instructions If you have not already done so, please read 
the enclosed letter which explains the gener­
al purpose of and procedures for the study 
which you are about to participate in. 
This questionnaire on marital life is composed of a number of 
different types of questions. Specific instructions for answer­
ing the questions will be presented as you come to them. In seme 
cases, example questions and answers will be presented. Please 
read all instructions and examples carefully as you come to them. 
It is important that you answer all of the questions and that you 
do not discuss any of the items an the questionnaire with your 
spouse before or **lle completing it. Afterwards, you are, of 
course, welcome to discuss any part of it with anyone. 
1 Please indicate your sex: Male 
Female 
2 Your age: years 
3 Your race; White/Caucasian 
Black/Negro 
Other (Please specify ) 
4 In what year were you married? 
5 In what month were you married? 
6 Is this marriage your first? 
second? 
third or more? 
7 How many children do you have? None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four or more 
8 Are you a citizen of the United States? Yes 
No 
Turn Page Carefully— 
Pages May Stick Together 
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9 Please indicate the years of formal schooling you have com­
pleted: 
Elementary (6 years or less) 
Jtinior high (7 through 9 years) 
Some high school (did not graduate) 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Post-graduate work 
Advanced degree 
10 Which one of the following categories best describes your pre­
sent occupation? 
Don't know or unemployed 
Student (half-time or more) 
Homemaker 
Unskilled workman 
Semiskilled workman (truck driver, factory worker) 
Skilled workman or foreman (machinist, carpenter, etc.) 
Fanner (owner-operator or renter-operator) 
Clerical or sales position 
Proprietor, except farm (i.e., owner of a business) 
Professional (architect, chemist, doctor) or mana­
gerial position (department head, police chief, etc.) 
11 Which of the following best describes the geographic area in 
which you lived during the majority of your high school years? 
Rural area (farm, mountains, neighbors spread out) 
Village or small town (under 10,000) in rural area 
Small city (10,000-50,000) 
Suburb of large city 
Large city (over 50,000) 
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Read each of the following statements and decide whether it is 
true as applied to you, your mate, or your marriage. If it is 
true as applied to you, your mate, or your marriage, circle the 
letter T. If it is false as it applies to you, your mate, or 
your marriage, circle the letter F. 
I have some needs that are not being met by ny marriage. 
My mate completely understands and sympathizes with my 
every mood. 
I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than my 
mate and I •when we are with one another. 
There axe times when my mate does things that make me 
unhappy. 
I don't think any couple could live together with greater 
harmony than my mate and I. 
If every person in the world of the opposite sex had 
been available and willing to marry me, I could not 
have made a bettor choice. 
My mate and I understand each other completely. 
My marriage is not a perfect success. 
We are as well adjusted as any two persons in this 
world can be. 
Every new thing I have learned about my mate has pleased 
me. 
If my mate has any faults I am not aware of them. 
My marriage could be happier than it is. 
I have never regretted my marriage, not even for a 
moment. 
There are times when I do not feel a great deal of 
love and affection for my mate. 
My mate has all of the qualities I've always wanted 
in a mate. 
12 T F 
13 T F 
14 T F 
15 T F 
16 T F 
17 T F 
18 T F 
19 T F 
20 T F 
21 T F 
22 T F 
23 T F 
2k T F 
25 T F 
26 T F 
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Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please 
indicate below the approximate extent of agreement or disagree­
ment between you and your partner for each item on the following 
list. 
Almost Occa- Pre- Almost 
Always Always sionally quently Always Always 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree 
27 Handling fam­
ily finances _ 
28 Matters of 
recreation _ 
29 Religious 
matters _ 
30 Friends _ 
31 Sex relations _ 
32 Conventional­
ity (correct 
or proper 
behavior) _ 
33 Demonstra­
tions of 
affection _ 
34 Philosophy 
of life 
35 Ways of deal­
ing with par­
ents or in­
laws _ 
3 6  Aims, goals, 
and things be­
lieved impor­
tant _ 
37 Amount of tine 
spent togother_ 
3 8  Making major 
decisions _ 
39 Household s 
tasks _ 
kO leisure time 
interests and 
activities _ 
41 Career deci­
sions 
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More 
All Most of Often Occa-
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never 
42 How often do 
you discuss or 
have you consi­
dered divorce, 
separation, or 
terminating your 
relationship 
43 How often do 
you or your mate 
leave the house 
after a fight 
44 In general, how 
often do you 
think that things 
between you and 
your partner are 
going well? 
4 5  Do you confide 
in your mate? 
46 How often do 
you and your 
partner quar­
rel? 
47 Do you ever 
regret that 
you married? 
48 How often do 
you and your 
mate "get on 
each other's 
nerves?" 
Almost Ocoa-
Every Day Every Day sionally Rarely Never 
49 Do you kiss your mate? 
All of Most of Some of Very Fewi^ 'None of 
them them them of them them 
50 Do you and your mate 
engage in outside in­
terests together? 
123 
Leas than Once or Once or 
once a twice a twice a Once a More 
Never month month week day Often 
51 Have a stimulating 
exchange of ideas 
"52 Laugh together 
53 Calmly discuss 
something 
54 Work together on 
a project 
There are somethings about which couples scsnetimes agree and 
sometimes disagree. Indicate if either item below caused dif-
fsranccs cf cpir.icr. cr ~re proble»? in you relationship during 
the past few weeks. (Check yes or no) 
Yes No 
5 5 Being too tired for sex. 
5  6  Not showing love. 
57 The dots on the following line represent different degrees of 
happiness in your relationship. The middle point, "happy," 
represents the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please 
circle the dot which best describes the degree of happiness, all 
things considered, of your relationship. 
Extremely Fairly A Little Happy Very Extremely Perfect 
Unhappy Unhappy tti^ ppy Happy Happy 
5 8  Which of the following statements best describes how you feel 
about the future of your relationship? 
I want desperately for ity relationship to succeed, and 
would go to almost any length to see that it does. 
I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will 
do all I can to see that it does. 
I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will 
do ny fair share to see that it does. 
It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't 
do much more than I am doing now to help it succeed. 
It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to da any 
more than I am doing now to keep the relationship going. 
My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more 
that I can do to keep the relationship going. 
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The next group of questions will ask you to think of either 
you, your spouse, or one of your good friends of the same sex 
as yourself in a number of different situations. (Please 
think of the same good friend in each case.) 
Based upon your knowledge of the person, indicate the extent 
to which the activity by the person would be caused by the sit­
uation he/she finds himself/herself in or by personal character­
istics of the person. 
In each case, "1" indicates that the person's behavior is caused 
by factors in the situation and "11" indicates that the person's 
behavior is caused by his/her personal characteristics. 
—,1, —— 
Situation Personal 
Your friend is watching 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 /9^ 10 11 
a soap opera. • • • " . . y./ . 
In this example, the person answering the question felt that his 
friend watching a soap opera was basically due to personal char­
acteristics of his friend in that his friend likes soap operas 
and watches them nearly every chance he gets. 
Situation Personal 
Your spouse is drinking 1 (^ 13 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
a beer. ' '—=—=———=—=—=—-
In this example, the person answering the question felt that his 
spouse drinking a beer was nearly totally situational]y caused 
in that his spouse doesn't like beer and very seldom drinks it. 
59 Your soouse is paying a com­
pliment to another person. 
60 You forget something you pro­
mised to do. 
61 Your friend is paying a com­
pliment to another person. 
62 You are paying a compliment to 
another person. 
63 Your friend forgets something 
he/she promised to do 
64 Your friend is talking cheer­
fully to another person. 
6 5  Your spouse is being rude to 
another person. 
Personal 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
» • # » * • e * » * * 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
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66 Your SDOiise is having a 
heated argument with 
another person. 
67 Your friend is being rude to 
another person. 
68 You are being rude to another 
person. 
69 Your 3TX)use forgets something 
he/she promised to do. 
70 You are having a heated argu­
ment with another person. 
71 You are talking cheerfully to 
another person. 
72 You are having fun. 
73 Your friend is having a 
heated argument with 
another person. 
74 Your spouse is talking cheer­
fully to another person. 
75 Your spouse is having fun. 
76 Your friend is having fun. 
Personal 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ? 10 11 
1  2  3 4 5 6  7  8  9 1 0 1 1  
• » > . • • • * • • # • 
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Please indicate the degree to which each of the following traits 
are possessed ty you, your spouse, and the same good friend of 
the same sex as yourself that you used in the previous questions. 
In each case, your response can vary frœn +3 (definitely describes 
the person) to 0 (sometiiaes describes the person, sometimes not) 
to -3 (definitely does not describe the person). 
EXAMPLE-
YOU 
Does 
3 2 1 
Outspoken 7 
Does Not 
—1 —2 —3 
YOUR SPOUSE 
Does Does Not 
32 1 0-1-2-3 
 ^
GOOD FRIEND 
Does Does Not 
3 2 10-1-2-3 
In this example, the person felt that "outspoken" describes him­
self slightly more than it does not, that it definitely does not 
describe his spouse, and that it describes his good friend fairly 
well. 
YOU 
Does Does Not 
32 10-1-2-3 
77 Sincere 
78 Creative 
79 Maladjusted 
80 Hypochondriac 
81 Lonely 
82 Grouchy 
83 Efficient 
84 Humorous 
85 Meticulous 
86 Obnoxious 
87 Loud-mouthed 
88 Good 
89 Bossy 
90 Companionable 
91 Witty 
92 Conventional 
"93 Disrespectful 
YOUR SPOUSE 
Does Does Not 
32 1 0-1-2-3 
GOOD FRIEND 
Does Does Not 
3 2 10-1-2-3 
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YOU YOUR SPOUSE GOOD FRIEND 
Does Does Not Does Does Not Does Does Not 
3 2 1 0 - 1 - 2 - 3  3 2 1 0 - 1 - 2 - 3  3 2 1 0 - 1 - 2 - 3  
94' Gloomy _ _ _ _ 
95 Kind-hearted _ _ _ _ 
96 Liar _ _ _ _ 
97 Unkindly _ _ _ _ 
98 Shy _ _ 
99 Nonchalant _ _ _ _ 
100 Well-mannered _ _ _ _ 
101 Mature _ _ _ _ 
In the following questions please circle the "A" if you agree with 
the statement or the "D" if you disagree with the statement. 
Once you have made this decision, please indicate how strongly 
you agree or disagree with the statements by circling one of the 
numbers which appears to the right of each statement. If it 
really doesrt't make much difference to you if you agree or dis­
agree with the statement circle "1." If you very strongly agree 
or disagree with the statement, circle "5-" For sonvo statements, 
the numbers 2, 3» or k may better describe how strongly you agree 
or disagree with the statement. When this is the case, circle 
the appropriate number. 
Please be sure to circle both a letter and a number after each 
statement. unless you are completely undecided whether you 
agree or disagree with the statement. In that case, circle 
both "A" and "D", but do not circle any of the numbers. This 
response indicates that you neither agree or disagree with the 
statement. 
EXAMPLE. 
It is easier to confide in a friend than 
my spouse. 
5 
In this example, the person answering the question disagreed 
fairly strongly with the statement. 
102 I like to gossip at times. D 1 2 3 4 5 
103 I can remember "playing sick" to get out of 
something. J 1 2 3  ^5 
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lO^ i- I am sometimes irritated by people who 1^2 3 4 6 
ask favors of me. D 
105 With so many religions abroad, one doesn't 1^2 3 4 5 
really know which to believe. D 
106 I often wonder what the meaning of life À . ? T k c 
really is. D  ^  ^  ^' 
107 The fact that I am'married to my spouse 
entitles me to expect certain things from  ^ 1 2 3 4 5 
him/her. 
108 The end often justifies the means.  ^ 1 2 3 4 $ 
109 There have been times when I felt like 
rebelling against people in authority even  ^1 2 3 4 5 
though I knew they were right. 
110 People's ideas change so much that I wonder *12 3 4 5 
if we'll ever have anything to depend on. D 
111 I am always courteous, even to people who * 1 2 4 4 
are disagreeable. D 
112 When it comes to ny mate, I am not a jealous A , « _ ,  ^
person. D  ^  ^  ^  ^
113 Leisure time spent by my mate alone with *12 3 4 9 
friends is time that should belong to me. D 
114 I have never deliberately said something *12 3 4 5 
that hurt someone's feelings. D 
115 I never resent being asked to return a favor. * 1 2 3 4 5 
116 It would bother me if ny spouse had close per-
sonal friends of the opposite sex who were  ^1 2 3^ 5 
not also my personal friends. 
117 When I don't know something I don't at all A, . 7 -k h. c 
mind admitting it. D 
118 I would never think of letting someone else *12 3 4 5 
be punished for ny wrongdoings. D 
119 There have been occasions when I took advan- *12 3 4 5 
tage of someone. D 
120 I'm always willing to admit it when I make a k 
mistake. 0 1 2 3 4 5  
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2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
Finally, would you please answer just a few more questions about 
yourself and your background so that your answers can be com­
pared with those of others with similar and different character­
istics and backgrounds. 
128 What is your present religious preference? 
Catholic 
Protestant (Specify denomination  ^ ) 
Jewish 
None 
Other (Specify ) 
129 What would you say the influence of religion on your life has 
bean? 
Great 
Good deal 
Moderate 
Little 
121 There have been occasions when I felt like A  ^
smashing things. D 
122 I have never been irked when people expressed A 
ideas very different from my own. D 
123 I never worry about "losing" my mate to some- A  ^
one else. D 
124 I always try to practice vrtiat I preach. * 1 
125 Everything is relative, and there just A  ^
aren't any définibe rules to live by. D 
126 I sometimes try to get even rather than for- A  ^
give and forget. U 
127 The only thing one can be sure of today is A  ^
that he can be sure of nothing. D 
None 
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130 About how often do you usually attend church services or activ­
ities? 
Once a week 
At least twice a month 
At least once a month 
Occasionally 
Rarely 
Never 
131 What is your approximate family income? 
Under $2,999 
3,000-4,999 
5,000-6,999 
7.000-8,999 
9,000-10,999 
11,000-12,999 
13,000-14,999 
15,000-16,999 
17,000 or more 
132 Please indicate which one of the following categories best de­
scribes the chief occupation of your father when you last lived 
at home. 
Don't know or unemployed 
Homemaker 
Unskilled workman 
Semiskilled workman (truck driver, factory worker) 
Skilled workman or foreman (machinist, carpenter, etc.) 
Farmer (owner-operator or renter-operator) 
Clerical or sales position 
Proprietor, except farm (i.e., owner of a business) 
Professional (architect, chemist, doctor) or mana­
gerial ix>aition (department head, police chief, etc.) 
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133 Now, do the same thing for your mother by indicating which one 
category best describes her chief occupation when you last lived 
at home. 
Don't know or unemployed 
Homemaker 
Unskilled workman 
Semiskilled workman (truck driver, factory worker) 
Skilled workman or foreman (machinist, carpenter, etc.) 
Farmer (owner-operator or renter-operator) 
Clerical or sales position 
Proprietor, except farm (i.e., owner of a business) 
Professional (architect, chemist, doctor) or mana­
gerial position (department head, police chief, etc.) 
Thank you very much for participating in this research pro­
ject. Your cooperation is appreciated. If you have any cccw 
ments about this questionnaire, please feel free to write them 
in the space remaining on this page. 
If you desire to receive a summary of the results of this study, 
remember to return the 3 by 5 note card which was enclosed in your 
envelope separately to the individual who returns to pick up the 
questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX C: MARITAL CONVENTIONALIZATION ITEMS (FORCED-CHOICE FORMAT) 
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Below are listed a number of statements pertaining to you, your 
mate, or your marriage. Check whether you agree with the first 
or the second statement in each pair and how strongly you agree 
with one or the other. In each case, the various answers have 
the following meanings; 
A3 - I agree a great deal more with A than B 
A2 » I agree somewhat more with A than B 
A1 " I agree slightly more with A than B 
B1 - I agree slightly more with B than A 
B2 " I agree somewhat more with B than A 
B3 - I agree a great deal more with B than A 
A. My spouse and I are able to disagree with one another without 
losing our tempers. 
B. }ty spouse and I cannot disaigree with one another without 
losing our tempers. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 j/bZ _ B3 
In this example, the person answering the questions agreed some­
what more with statement B than with statement k. 
12 A. I have some needs that are not being met by my marriage. 
B. My marriage is meeting all of my needs. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ 32 _ B3 
13 A. My mate completely understands and sympathizes with my every 
mood. 
B. My mate could better understand and sympathize with my moods. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 B2 _ B3 
14 A. I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than ny mate 
and I when we are with one another. 
B. It is possible that someone could be happier than my mate 
and I when we are with one another. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
15 A. There are times when my mate does things that make me unhappy. 
B. My mate never does anything that makes me unhappy. 
_ A3 _ A.2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
16 A. I don't think any couple could live together with greater 
harmony than my mate and I. 
B. It would be possible for a couple to live together with 
greater harmony than my mate and I. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
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17 A. If every person in the world of the opposite sex had been 
available and willing to marry me, I could not have made a 
better choice. 
B. If they had been willing to marry me, there are people in 
the world who could have been a better choice as ay aarrie.ge 
partner than my spouse. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
18 A. My mate and I understand each other completely. 
B. tfy mate and I do not understand each other completely. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
19 A. My marriage is not a perfect success. 
B. My marriage is a perfect success. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
20 A, We are as well adjusted as any two persons in this world can 
be. 
B. It would be possible for us to be better adjusted. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ Ai _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
21 A. Every new thing I have learned about iny mate has pleased me. 
B. I have learned some new things about my mate which do not 
please me. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ 31 _ B2 _ B3 
22 A. If my mate has any faults I am not aware of them. 
B. My mate has some faults of which I am aware. 
A3 A2 A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
23 A. My marriage could be happier than it is. 
B. My marriage could not be any happier than it is. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
24 A. I have never regretted my marriage, not even for a ssoaent. 
B. I have, on occasion, regretted my marriage. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
25 A. There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love and 
affection for ay mate. 
B. I always feel a great deal of love and affection for my mate. 
_ A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
26 A. My mate has all of the qualities I've always wanted in a mate. 
B. mate does not have all of the qualities I've always wanted 
in a mate. 
A3 _ A2 _ A1 _ B1 _ B2 _ B3 
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APPENDIX D: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF MARITAL CONVENTIONALIZATION, 
MARITAL ADJUSTMENT, MARITAL IDEALIZATION, IDEALIZED 
ATTRIBUTlONAL STYLE, SOCIAL DESIRABILITY, AND ANOMIE 
SCORES 
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Table 25. Frequency distribution for marital conventionalization scores 
(true/false format) 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-9 13 13.3 21 19.6 34 16.6 
10-19 9 9.2 14 13.1 23 11.2 
20-29 17 17.3 16 15.0 33 16.1 
30-39 7 7.1 10 9.3 17 8.3 
40-49 17 17.3 11 10.3 28 13.7 
50-59 13 13.3 11 10.3 24 11.7 
60-69 13 13.3 10 9.3 23 11.2 
70-79 4 4.1 8 7.5 12 5.9 
80-89 2 2.0 2 1.9 4 2.0 
Missing data _3 3.1 4 3.7 7 3.4 
Total 98 100.0 107 100.1 205 100.1 
X = 37 
.9 X = 34. 2 X = 36. 0 
S.D. = 22.2 S.D. = 24.4 S.D. = 23.4 
Range • = 0-89 Range = : 0-89 Range = : 0-89 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 26. Frequency distribution for marital conventionalization scores 
(forced--choice format) 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-9 0 0 2 2.4 2 1.3 
10-19 4 5.1 5 6.1 9 5.6 
20-29 9 11.5 7 8.5 16 10.0 
30-39 12 15.4 8 9.8 20 12.5 
40-49 14 17.9 14 17.1 28 17.5 
50-59 15 19.2 15 18.3 30 18.8 
60-69 8 10.3 13 15.9 21 13.1 
70-79 12 15.4 14 17.1 26 16.3 
80-89 1 1.3 1 1.2 2 1.3 
Missing data 3.8 
_1 3.7 6 3.8 
Total 78 99.9 82 100.1 160 100.2 
X = 48. 6 X = 49. 7 X = 49. 2 
S.D. = 18.0 S.D. = 19.0 S.D. = 18.5 
Range = : 13-89 Range = 2-81 Range = 2-89 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 27. Frequency distribution for affectional expression scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
3 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
4 2 1.1 3 1.6 5 1.4 
5 4 2.3 4 2.1 8 2.2 
6 12 6.8 ID 5.3 22 6.0 
7 22 12.5 13 6.9 35 9.6 
8 35 19.9 30 15.9 65 17.8 
9 31 17.6 40 21.2 71 19.5 
10 43 24.4 56 29.6 99 27.1 
11 19 10.8 23 12.2 42 11.5 
12 6 3.4 5 2.6 11 3.0 
Missing data 2 1.1 3 1.6 5 1.4 
Total 176 99.9 189 100.1 365 100.0 
X = 8. S X = 8. 9 X = 8.9 
S.D. = : 1.7 S.D. = = 1.8 S.D. = 1 .7 
Range = 4-12 Range = 3-12 Range = 3-12 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 28. Frequency distribution for dyadic satisfaction scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-19 1 0.6 3 1.6 4 1.1 
20-24 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
25-29 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
30-34 10 5.7 13 6.9 23 6.3 
35-39 51 29.0 38 20.1 89 24.4 
40-44 84 47.7 96 50.8 180 49.3 
45-49 26 14.8 32 16.9 58 15.9 
50 and above 1 0.6 0 0 1 0.3 
Missing data 3 1.7 4 2.1 7 1.9 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 100.0 
X = 40. 7 X = 40. 4 X = 40. 5 
S.D. = 4.3 S.D. = 5.9 S.D. = 5.2 
Range = = 14-50 Range = : 6-48 Range = : 6-50 
^Percentage total will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 29. Frequency distribution for dyadic consensus scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-29 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
30-34 3 1.7 5 2.6 8 2.2 
35-39 10 5.7 8 4.2 18 4.9 
40-44 30 17.0 28 14.8 58 15.9 
45-49 69 39.2 54 28.6 123 33.7 
50-54 36 20.5 60 31.7 96 26.3 
55-59 21 11.9 17 9.0 38 10.4 
60-64 5 2.8 6 3.2 11 3.0 
65 and above 2 1.1 0 0 2 0.5 
Missing data 0 0 10 5.3 10 2.7 
Total 176 99.9 189 99.9 365 99.9 
X = 48. 2 X = 48. 5 X = 48.3 
S.D. = 6.4 S.D. = 6.1 S.D. = 6.3 
Range = : 31-65 Range = : 29-63 Range = 29-65 
^Percentage total will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 30. Frequency distribution for dyadic cohesion scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
6 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
7 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
8 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
9 1 0.6 2 1.1 3 0.8 
10 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
11 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
12 14 8.0 8 4.2 22 6.0 
13 12 6.8 11 5.8 23 6.3 
14 16 9.1 16 8.5 32 8.8 
15 22 12.5 15 7.9 37 10.1 
16 18 10.2 17 9.0 35 9.6 
17 20 11.4 15 7.9 35 9.6 
18 17 9.7 20 10.6 37 10.1 
19 15 8.5 25 13.2 40 11.0 
20 11 6.3 16 8.5 27 7.4 
21 15 8.5 18 9.5 33 9.0 
22 6 3.4 7 3.7 13 3.6 
23 1 0.6 3 1.6 4 1.1 
24 2 1.1 4 2.1 6 1.6 
Missing data 1 0.6 4 2.1 5 1.4 
Total 176 100.1 189 100.0 365 99.9 
X = 16, .5 X = 17 .0 X = 16.8 
S.D. = 3.2 S.D. = 3.6 S.D. = 3 .4 
Range = = 8-24 Range : = 6-24 Range = 6-24 
P^ercentage total will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 31. Frequency distribution for marital adjustment scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-69 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
70-79 1 0.6 3 1.6 4 1.1 
80-89 2 1.1 3 1.6 5 1.4 
90-99 21 11.9 14 7.4 35 9.6 
100-109 29 16.5 26 13.8 55 15.1 
110-119 61 34.7 53 28 .0  114 31.2 
120-129 39 22 .2  53 28 .0  92 25.2 
130-139 15 8.5 19 10.1 34 9.3 
140 and above 2 1.1 0 0 2 0.5 
Missing data 6 3.4 16 8.5 22 6.0 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.1 365 99.9 
X = 114 .2 X = 114 .9 X = 114 . 6 
S.D. = 12.2 S.D. = 14.2 S.D. = 13.2 
Range = : 76-149 Range = 51-139 Range = 51-149 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 32. Frequency distribution for marital idealization scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
Below (-39) 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
(-39)-(-30) 4 2.3 3 1.6 7 1.9 
(-29)-(-20) 8 4.5 11 5.8 19 5.2 
(-19)-(-10) 10 5.7 12 6.3 22 6.0 
(-9)-0 17 9.7 14 7.4 31 8.5 
1-10 36 20.5 34 18.0 70 19.2 
11-20 29 16.5 29 15.3 58 15.9 
21-30 27 15.3 22 11.6 49 13.4 
31-40 8 4.5 9 4.8 17 4.7 
41-50 3 1.7 4 2.1 7 1.9 
51-60 3 1.7 0 0 3 0.8 
61-70 0 0 4 2.1 4 1.1 
Above 70 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.3 
Missing data 31 17.6 45 23.8 76 20.8 
Total 176 100.0 189 99.8 365 100.0 
X = 9. 2 X = 9. 4 X = 9 .3 
S.D. = : 18.9 S.D. = = 23.0 S.D. = = 21.0 
Range = (-39)-58 Range = (-90)-104 Range = (-90)-104 
P^ercentage total will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 33. Frequency distribution for idealized attributional style scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
Below (-39) 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
(-39)-(-30) 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
(-29)-(-20) 7 4.0 7 3.7 14 3.8 
(-19)-(-10) 18 10.2 17 9.0 35 9.6 
(-9)-0 34 19.3 46 24.3 80 21.9 
1-10 55 31.3 53 28.0 108 29.6 
11-20 38 21.6 28 14.8 66 18.1 
21-30 12 6.8 13 6.9 25 6.8 
Above 30 5 2.8 4 2.1 9 2.5 
Missing data 5 2.8 19 10.1 24 6.6 
Total 176 100.0 189 99.9 365 99.9 
X = 3. 9 X = 2. 9 X = 3 .4 
S.D. = : 13.7 S.D. = : 13.4 S.D. = = 13.6 
Range = (—46)—36 Range = (-47)-34 Range = (-47)-36 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 34. Frequency distribution for social desirability scores 
Males Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-79 1 0.6 2 1.1 3 0.8 
80-89 2 1.1 4 2.1 6 1.6 
90-99 10 5.7 7 3.7 17 4.7 
100-109 20 11.4 24 12.7 44 12.1 
110-119 26 14.8 28 14.8 54 14.8 
120-129 27 15.3 27 14.3 54 14.8 
130-139 31 17.6 34 18.0 65 17.8 
140-149 20 11.4 21 11.1 41 11.2 
150-159 14 8.0 14 7.4 28 7.7 
160-159 9 5.1 6 3.2 15 4.1 
170-179 3 1.7 6 3.2 9 2.5 
180-189 3 1.7 3 1.6 6 1.6 
190-199 2 1.1 2 1.1 4 1.1 
200 and above 0 0 2 1.1 2 0.5 
Missing data 8 4.5 9 4.8 17 4.7 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.2 365 100.0 
X = 129.5 X = 130 .0 X = 129. 8 
S.D. = 23.2 S.D. = : 24.6 S.D. = 23.9 
Range = 71-197 Range = 74-215 Range = 71-215 
P^ercentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 35. Frequency distribution for anomie scores 
Males • Females Total 
Score N N N 
0-9 19 10.8 9 4.8 28 7.7 
10-19 11 6.3 20 10.6 31 8.5 
20-29 24 13.6 38 20.1 62 17.0 
30-39 35 19.9 51 27.0 86 23.6 
40-49 42 23.9 36 19.0 78 21.4 
50-59 25 14.2 20 10.6 45 12.3 
60-69 8 4.5 8 4.2 16 4.4 
70-79 1 0.6 1 0.5 2 0.5 
80-89 2 1.1 0 0 2 0.5 
Missing data 9 5.1 6 3.2 15 4.1 
Total 176 100.0 189 100.0 365 100.0 
X = 36 
.0 X = 34. 5 X = 35 .2 
S.D. = 17.3 S.D. = 15.1 S.D. = 16.1 
Range = = 0-83 Range = : 0-78 Range ^ = 0-83 
^Percentage totals will not always equal 100 due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX E: MAJOR VARIABLES AS FUNCTIONS OF SOCIAL AND 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES (SIGNIFICANT RELATIONS 
FOR MALES, FEMALES, AND TOTAL SAMPLE) 
Table 35. Marital conventionalization scores (true/false format) as a 
function of number of children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 40.1 22.3 69 
1 34.2 22.5 20 F = 1.3 N.S. 
2 30.0 16.4 5 r = -.190 p<. 05 
3 6.0 0 1 
Females 0 . 37.5 23.5 71 
1 28.1 25.8 22 F = 1.9 N.S. 
2 20.1 20.6 8 r = -.201 p<.05 
3 33.5 38.9 2 
Total 0 38.8 22.9 140 
1 31.0 24.2 42 F = 2.8 p<. 05 
2 23.9 19.0 13 r = -.200 p<.001 
3 24.3 31.8 3 
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Table 37. Marital conventionalization scores (forced-choice format) as a 
function of year of marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
1965 72, .0 0 1 
1968 59, .0 0 1 
1969 23, .0 5. ,7 2 
1970 65, .5 6. 4 2 
1971 13. ,0 0 1 
1972 31, ,0 0 1 
1973 41, .0 13. .6 5 
1974 46, .9 11. ,5 9 
1975 38. ,3 11, .4 12 
1976 53. ,7 17. .3 18 
1977 53, .9 20. ,0 • 23 
1965 67, ,0 0 1 
1968 64, 0 0 1 
1969 33. 0 0 1 
1970 34. 3 26. 5 3 
1971 35. ,0 0 1 
1972 45. 5 34. .6 2 
1973 39, .6 20. 5 7 
1974 44, .8 22. 4 9 
1975 48, .2 18. ,1 13 
1976 57, .0 14. 2 18 
1977 52. 4 19. ,0 23 
1965 69. ,5 3. ,5 2 
1968 61. 5 3. 5 2 
1969 26. ,3 7. 0 3 
1970 46. 8 25. 6 5 
1971 24. 0 15. 6 2 
1972 40. 7 25. ,9 3 
1973 40. 2 17. ,2 12 
1974 45. ,8 17. ,3 18 
1975 43, .4 15. 8 25 
1976 55. 4 15. 7 36 
1977 53, .1 19. 3 46 
F = 2.5 
r = .140 
p<.05 
N.S. 
F = 1.1 
r = .165 
N.S. 
N.S. 
F = 2.7 
r = .153 
p<.01 
p<.05 
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Table 38. Marital conventionalization scores (forced-choice format) as a 
function of number of children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 50.4 17.8 56 
1 43.3 18.0 10 F = 1.7 N.S. 
2 39.9 17.0 8 r = -.125 N.S. 
3 72.0 0 1 
Females 0 52.8 17.7 58 
1 46.6 17.6 13 F = 4.4 p<.01 
2 28.0 19.9 7 r = -.281 p<.01 
3 67.0 0 1 
Total 0 51.6 17.7 114 
1 45.2 17.4 23 F = 5.5 p<.01 
2 34.3 18.8 15 r = -.206 p<.01 
3 69.5 3.5 2 
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Table 39. Marital conventionalization scores (forced-choice format) as a 
function of influence of religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Males Great 51.4 14.9 17 
Good deal 41.7 14.0 20 F = 1.6 N.S. 
Moderate 53.9 18.4 21 r = 
.033 N.S. 
Little 47.2 23.2 • 12 
None 40.8 20.6 4 
Females Great 49.8 22.6 23 
Good deal 56.9 14.6 26 F = 2.8 p< .05 
Moderate 47.9 16.9 20 r = 
.242 p<.05 
Little 35.9 14.4 8 
None 29.5 31.8 2 
Total Great 50.5 19.5 40 
Good deal 50.3 16.1 46 F = 1.5 N.S. 
Moderate 51.0 17.8 41 r = 
.143 p<.05 
Little 42.7 20.5 20 
None 37.0 22.2 6 
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Table 40. Affectional expression subscale scores as a function of year of 
marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
1965 10.0 0 1 
1966 7.0 0 1 
1968 10.0 0 1 
1969 6.8 1.7 4 
1970 9.0 1.4 2 
1971 6.5 1.0 4 
1972 8.8 2.6 5 
1973 8.8 1.8 16 
1974 9.1 1.4 16 
1975 9.0 1.6 25 
1976 8.6 1.6 44 
1977 8.9 1.7 55 
1965 10.0 0 1 
1966 7.0 0 1 
1968 7.7 3.2 3 
1969 7.8 1.5 4 
1970 8.7 3.2 3 
1971 6.7 1.2 3 
1972 8.6 2.6 7 
1973 8.8 1.6 18 
1974 9.0 1.6 17 
1975 8.6 1.5 27 
1976 9.5 1.3 45 
1977 9.0 2.0 57 
1965 10.0 0 2 
1966 7.0 0 2 
1968 8.3 2.9 4 
1969 7.3 1.6 8 
1970 8.8 2.4 5 
1971 6.6 1.0 7 
1972 8.7 2.5 12 
1973 8.8 1.6 34 
1974 9.1 1.5 33 
1975 8.8 1.6 52 
1976 9.0 1.5 89 
1977 9.0 1.9 112 
F = 1.6 
r = .121 
N.S. 
N.S. 
F = 1.6 
r = .181 
N.S. 
p<.01 
= 2.4 
= .151 
p<.01 
p<.01 
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Table 41. Affectional expression subscale scores as a function of in-
fluence of religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Males Great 9.7 1.4 35 
Good deal 8.7 1.8 54 
F = 3.4 p<.05 
Moderate 8.4 1.5 49 
r = .221 p<.01 
Little 8.6 2.0 27 
None 8.1 1.8 7 
Females Great 9.1 1.6 45 
Good deal 9.2 1.6 64 F = 1.0 N.S. 
Moderate 8.7 1.9 46 
r = .124 p<.05 
Little 8.5 2.2 25 
None 8.6 2.3 5 
Total Great 9.3 1.6 80 
Good deal 9.0 1.7 118 
F = 3.1 p<. 05 
Moderate 8.5 1.7 95 
r = .174 p<.003 
Little 8.6 2.1 52 
None 8.3 1.9 12 
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Table 42. Affectional expression subscale scores as a function of income 
Sample Income Mean S.D. N 
Males Under 2999 8.3 1.6 6 
3000-4999 8.8 1.7 25 
5000-6999 9.1 1.8 36 
7000-8999 8.9 1.7 28 
9000-10999 8.4 1.9 39 F = 1.6 N.S. 
11000-12999 9.3 1.2 19 r = -.010 N.S. 
13000-14999 7.3 1.1 7 
15000-16999 8.0 1.4 2 
17000 or more 9.6 1.9 7 
Females Under 2999 8.8 1.6 9 
3000-4999 9.4 1.4 26 
5000-6999 9.4 1.6 31 
7000-8999 9.1 1.6 35 F = 1.6 N.S. • 
9000-10999 8.3 2.0 42 r = -.104 N.S. 
11000-12999 8.8 2.0 22 
13000-14999 8.0 1.9 7 
15000-16999 8.5 0.7 2 
17000 or more 9.6 2.0 8 
Total Under 2999 8.6 1.6 15 
3000-4999 9.1 1.6 51 
5000-6999 9.2 1.7 67 
7000-8999 9.0 1.6 . 63 
9000-10999 8.3 1.9 81 F = 2.8 p<.01 
11000-12999 9.0 1.7 41 r = -.059 N.S. 
13000-14999 7.6 1.5 14 
15000-16999 8.3 1.0 4 
17000 or more 9.6 1.9 15 
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Table 43. Affactional expression subscale scores as a function of 
mother's occupation 
Sample Mother's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 7. 7 0 3 
Homemaker 8. 8 1. 7 86 
Unskilled workman 7. 3 1. 0 4 
Semiskilled workman 8. 4 2. 4 5 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 9. 5 1. 0 4 
Clerical or sales 
position 9. 0 1. 8 39 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 10. 0 1. 4 4 
Professional or manager 8. 5 1. 9 24 
Homemaker 8. 9 1. 6 103 
Unskilled workman 7. 6 3. 2 7 
Semiskilled workman 8. 8 2. 1 12 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 11. 0 1. 4 2 
Clerical or sales 
position 9. 4 1. 3 34 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 9. 7 0. 6 3 
Professional or manager 8. 4 2. 2 21 
Don't know or unemployed 7. 7 0. 6 3 
Homemaker 8. 9 1. 6 189 
Unskilled workman 7. 5 2. 5 11 
Semiskilled workman 8. 7 2. 1 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 10. 0 1. 3 6 
Clerical or sales 
position 9. 2 1. 6 73 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 9. 9 1. 1 7 
Professional or manager 8. 5 2. 0 47 
F = 1.2 N.S. 
F = 1.9 N.S. 
F = 2.6 p<.05 
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Table 44. Dyadic satisfaction subscale scores as a function of year of 
marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
1965 45.0 0 1 
1966 43.0 0 1 
1968 41.5 9.2 2 
1969 37.3 2.1 3 
1970 42.5 2.1 2 
1971 36.3 5.3 4 
1972 38.2 4.2 5 
1973 39.8 3.4 16 
1974 37.9 7.5 15 
1975 39.3 3.3 25 
1976 41.6 3.0 43 
1977 42.1 3.9 56 
1965 44.0 0 1 
1966 47.0 0 1 
1968 40.7 8.5 3 
1969 31.8 14.5 5 
1970 32.0 18.4 3 
1971 36.3 4.0 3 
1972 39.1 5.0 7 
1973 39.3 3.3 17 
1974 38.3 8.6 17 
1975 39.6 4.7 26 
1976 41.7 3.6 45 
1977 42.0 4.3 57 
1965 44.5 0.7 2 
1966 45.0 2.8 2 
1968 41.0 7.6 5 
1969 33.9 11.4 8 
1970 36.2 14.2 5 
1971 36.3 4.4 7 
1972 38.8 4.5 12 
1973 39.5 3.3 33 
1974 38.1 7.9 32 
1975 39.4 4.0 51 
1976 41.6 3.3 88 
1977 42.1 4.1 113 
F = 2.8 
r = .208 
p<.01 
p<.01 
F = 3.0 
r = .258 
p<.01 
p<.001 
F = 5.1 
r = .237 
p<.001 
p<.001 
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Table 45. Dyadic satisfaction subscale scores as a function of number of 
children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 41.3 3.7 128 
1 38.9 6.0 30 F = 3.6 p<.05 
2 38.8 3.9 13 r = -.190 p<.01 
3 42.0 4.2 2 
Females 0 41.5 4.1 133 
1 37.7 8.1 34 F = 10.6 P<.001 
2 38.4 4.6 16 r = -.328 p<.001 
3 25.0 26.9 2 
Total 0 41.4 3.9 261 
1 38.3 7.2 64 F = 11.3 P<.001 
2 38.6 4.3 29 r = -.271 p<.001 
3 33.5 18.5 4 
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Table 46. Dyadic satisfaction subscale scores as a function of influence 
of religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Maies 
Females 
Total 
Great 42.7 3.6 35 
Good deal 39.9 3.6 52 F = 2.8 
Moderate 40.3 5.4 49 r = 
.160 
Little 40.3 3.8 28 
None 39.4 3.3 7 
Great 41.2 4.6 45 
Good deal 41.2 5.4 63 F = 2.4 
Moderate 40.3 4.6 46 r = 
.200 
Little 37.8 8.0 25 
None 36.0 14.1 5 
Great 41.9 4.3 80 
Good deal 40.6 4.7 115 F = 3.1 
Moderate 40.3 5.0 95 r = 
.178 
Little 39.2 6.2 53 
None 38.0 9.0 12 
p<.05 
p<.05 
p<.05 
p<.01 
p< .05 
p<.001 
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Table 47. Dyadic satisfaction subscale scores as a function of church 
attendance 
Sample Church attendance Mean S.D. N 
Males Once a week 41.9 3.6 45 
Twice a month 40.6 3.8 19 
Once a month 41.0 5.1 9 F = 1.7 N.S. 
Occasionally 39.5 5.5 37 r = .169 p<.05 
Rarely 40.7 3.4 41 
Never 39.4 4.4 20 
Females 
Total 
Once a week 41.9 4.2 54 
Twice a month 41.6 3.5 16 
Once a month 37.4 9.4 14 F = 2.2 N.S. 
Occasionally 39.7 6.8 43 r = .163 p<.05 
Rarely 40.5 4.3 42 
Never 38.0 8.9 15 
Once a week 41.9 3.9 99 
Twice a month 41.1 3.7 35 
Once a month 38.8 8.0 23 F = 3.3 p<.01 
Occasionally 39.6 6.2 80 r = .162 p<.001 
Rarely 40.6 3.8 83 
Never 38.8 6.6 35 
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Table 48. Dyadic satisfaction subscale scores as a function of mother's 
occupation 
Sample Mother's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 44. 5 2. 1 2 
Homemaker 39. 8 4. 9 87 
Unskilled workman 39. 0 3. 5 3 
Semiskilled workman 40. 6 2. 1 5 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 40. 0 2. 4 4 
Clerical or sales 
position 41. 5 3-7 39 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 42. 5 2. 6 4 
Professional or manager 41. 7 3. 3 26 
Homemaker 40. 2 6. 1 101 
Unskilled workman 34. 1 14. 6 7 
Semiskilled workman 41. 8 4. 0 12 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 42. 5 2. 1 2 
Clerical or sales 
position 41. 5 4. 0 35 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 40. 3 0. 6 3 
Professional or manager 40. 2 3. 8 21 
Don't know or unemployed 44. 5 2. 1 2 
Homemaker 40. 0 5. 6 188 
Unskilled workman 35. 6 12. 3 10 
Semiskilled workman 41. 4 3. 5 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 40. 8 2. 5 6 
Clerical or sales 
position 41. 5 3. 8 74 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 41. 6 2. 2 7 
Professional or manager 41. 0 3. 6 47 
F = 1.4 N.S. 
F = 1.7 N.S. 
F = 2.3 p<.05 
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Table 49. Dyadic consensus subscale scores as a function of year of 
marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
1965 50.0 0 1 
1966 48.0 0 1 
1968 51.5 4.9 2 
1969 44.0 4.7 4 
1970 50.0 4,?. 2 
1971 45.3 3.3 4 
1972 48.6 7.6 5 
1973 46.1 7.5 16 
1974 48.5 4.8 16 
1975 46.9 7.3 25 
1976 48.6 6.0 44 
1977 49.1 6.7 56 
1965 50.0 0 1 
1966 61.0 0 1 
1968 49.7 8.1 3 
1969 41.3 7.9 4 
1970 48.7 7.5 3 
1971 46.7 4.0 3 
1972 46.5 3.7 6 
1973 46.4 4.7 16 
1974 49.8 6.4 16 
1975 46.7 6.7 27 
1976 50.8 5.6 44 
1977 48.3 5.9 55 
1965 50.0 0 2 
1966 54.5 9.2 2 
1968 50.4 6.3 5 
1969 42.6 6.2 8 
1970 49.2 5.8 5 
1971 45.9 3.4 7 
1972 47.5 5.6 11 
1973 46.3 6.1 32 
1974 49.2 5.6 32 
1975 46.8 7.0 52 
1976 49.7 5.9 88 
1977 48.7 6.3 111 
F = 0.7 
r = .095 
N.S. 
N.S. 
F = 2.1 
r = .079 
p<.05 
N.S. 
F = 2.1 
r = .086 
p<.05 
N.S. 
Table 50. Dyadic consensus subscale scores as a function of number of 
children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 48.3 6.4 129 
1 48.5 6.2 31 F = 1.0 N.S. 
2 47.6 5.8 14 r = -.068 N.S. 
3 40.5 13.4 2 
Females 0 49.0 5.7 128 
1 48.1 6.7 34 F = 2.5 N.S. 
2 47.0 7.0 14 r = -.170 p< .05 
3 40.0 8.9 3 
Total 0 48.6 6.1 257 
1 48.3 6.4 65 F = 3.3 p< .05 
2 47.2 6.3 28 r = -.118 p<.05 
3 40.2 9.2 5 
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Table 51. Dyadic consensus subscale scores as a function of influence of 
religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Maies 
Females 
Total 
Great 52.2 6.3 36 
Good deal 46.9 5.8 54 F = 6.3 
Moderate 47.1 5.6 49 r = 
.266 
Little 47.4 5.4 28 
None 43.6 8.6 7 
Great 50.0 7.7 44 
Good deal 48.7 4.9 62 F = 2.1 
Moderate 47.2 5.8 44 r = 
.142 
Little 46.7 5.7 23 
None 51.4 6.6 5 
Great 51.0 7.1 80 
Good deal 47.9 5.4 116 F = 5.7 
Moderate 47.2 5.7 93 r = 
.207 
Little 47.1 5.5 51 
None 46.8 8.5 12 
p<.001 
p<.001 
N.S. 
p< .05 
p<.001 
D<.001 
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Table 52. Dyadic consensus subscale scores as a function of church 
attendance 
Sample Church attendance Mean S.D. N 
Males Once a week 50.7 6.5 46 
Twice a month 47.6 5.9 19 
Once a month 46.0 7.3 9 F = 2.7 p<.05 
Occasionally 47.1 6.1 38 r = .224 p<.001 
Rarely 47.6 5.8 42 
Never 45.9 5.5 20 
Females Once a week 49.2 6.2 54 
Twice a month 49.7 8.4 15 
Once a month 45.0 5.6 15 F = 1.5 N.S. 
Occasionally 48.8 6.1 40 r = .073 N.S. 
Rarely 48.6 5.0 39 
Never 46.9 6.2 15 
Total Once a week 49.9 6.4 100 
Twice a month 48.5 7.1 34 
Once a month 45.3 6.2 24 F = 3.3 p<. 01 
Occasionally 47.9 6.1 78 r = .151 p<.01 
Rarely 48.1 5.4 81 
Never 46.3 5.7 35 
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Table 53. Dyadic consensus subscale scores as a function of father's 
occupation 
Sample Father's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 41. 0 9. 9 2 
Unskilled workman 45. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 46. 6 5. 7 18 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 45. 7 5. 9 33 
Farmer 48. 1 5. 8 32 
Clerical or sales 
position 46. 5 5. 5 11 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 50. 2 7. 1 15 
Professional or manager 49. 6 6 -4 60 
Don't know or unemployed 50. 5 3. 7 4 
Unskilled workman 45. 5 6. 4 2 
Semiskilled workman 48. 8 6. 9 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 49. 8 5. 7 29 
Farmer 48. 2 6. 9 38 
Clerical or sales 
position 48. 3 8. 2 7 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 49. 3 7. 5 16 
Professional or manager 47. 9 5. 3 64 
Don * t know or unemployed 47. 3 7. 2 6 
Unskilled workman 45. 7 4. 5 3 
Semiskilled workman 47. 6 6. 3 35 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 47. 6 6. 1 62 
Farmer 48. 1 6. 4 70 
Clerical or sales 
position 47. 2 6. 5 18 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 49. 7 7. 2 31 
Professional or manager 48. 7 5. 9 124 
F = 2.1 p<.05 
F = 0.5 N.S, 
F = 0.6 N.S, 
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Table 54. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of year of 
marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
1965 21.0 0 1 
1966 17.0 0 1 
1968 17.5 6.4 2 
1969 14.0 1.6 4 
1970 15.0 0 2 
1971 16.0 4.2 4 
1972 14.4 2.4 5 
1973 15.8 4.1 16 
1974 14.9 3.1 16 
1975 16.2 2.8  25 
1976 17.3 2.5 43 
1977 17.2 3.3 56 
1965 17.0 0 1 
1966 15.0 0 1 
1968 15.7 6.0 3 
1969 13.2 4.5 5 
1970 11.5 7.8 2 
1971 15.3 1.5 3 
1972 15.4 3.2 7 
1973 17.0 3.0 18 
1974 16.2 3.6 17 
1975 16.0 3.5 27 
1976 18.0 3.4 45 
1977 18.1 3.2 56 
1965 19.0 2.8  2 
1966 16.0 1.4 2 
1968 16.4 5.4 5 
1969 13.6 3.4 9 
1970 13.3 4.9 4 
1971 15.7 3.1 7 
1972 15.0 2.8 12 
1973 16.4 3.5 34 
1974 15.6 3.4 33 
1975 16.1 3.2 52 
1976 17.6 3.0 88 
1977 17.6 3.3 112 
F = 1.7 
r = .163 
N.S. 
p<.05 
F = 2.4 
r = .285 
p<.01 
p<.001 
F = 3.6 
r = .227 
p<.001 
p<.001 
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Table 55. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of number of 
children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 16.9 3.2 129 
1 16.1 2.6 30 F = 2.5 N.S. 
2 14.7 2.7 14 r = -.202 p<.01 
3 14.5 9.2 2 
Females 0 17.8 3.1 132 
1 15.7 4.1 35 
2 14.4 3.2 15 
3 13.0 6.1 3 
Total 0 17.3 3.2 261 
1 15.9 3.5 65 
2 14.5 2.9 29 
3 13.6 6.3 5 
F = 8.5 
r = -.349 
F = 10.2 
r = -.280 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
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Table 56. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of occupation 
Sample Occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 22. 0 0 1 
Student 16. 6 3. 2 145 
Unskilled workman 16. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 17. 8 2. 5 4 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 14. 7 3. 3 6 
Farmer 16. 0 1. 7 3 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 13. 5 2. 1 2 
Professional or manager 17. 0 3. 4 13 
Don't know or unemployed 16. 0 2. 6 3 
Student 17. 6 3. 9 68 
Homemaker 15. 5 3. 9 20 
Unskilled workman 16. 7 2. 3 6 
Semiskilled workman 14. 0 4. 3 6 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 18. 8 2.' 1 6 
Clerical or sales 
position 16. 4 3. 3 43 
Professional or manager 18. 0 2. 7 32 
Don't know or unemployed 17. 5 3. 7 4 
Student 16. 9 3. 4 213 
Homemaker 15. 5 3. 9 20 
Unskilled workman 16. 6 2. 1 7 
Semiskilled workman 15. 5 4. 0 10 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 16. 8 3. 4 12 
Farmer 16. 0 1. 7 3 
Clerical or sales 
position 16. 4 3. 3 43 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 13. 5 2. 1 2 
Professional or manager 17. 7 2. 9 45 
F = 1.1 N.S. 
F = 2.3 p<.05 
F = 1.2 N.S. 
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Table 57. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of religious 
preference 
Sample Religious preference Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Catholic 16.3 3.1 23 
Protestant 16.9 3.0 94 
Jewish 18.0 0 1 F = 1.8 N.S. 
None 15.4 3.0 38 
Other 17.3 4.3 17 
Catholic 16.6 3.5 47 
Protestant 17.4 3.4 108 F = 1.6 N.S. 
None 15.8 4.5 20 
Other 17.4 4.1 9 
Catholic 16.5 3.3 70 
Protestant 17.2 3.2 202 
Jewish 18.0 0 1 F = 3.1 p< .05 
None 15.5 3.6 58 
Other 17.3 4.2 26 
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Table 58. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of influence of 
religion 
Sample Influence of religion • Mean S.D. N 
Males Great 17.8 2.9 36 
Good deal 16.2 3.3 54 F = 3.2 p<.05 
Moderate 16.8 2.8 49 r = 
.212 p<.01 
Little 15.4 3.2 28 
None 15.0 4.3 7 
Females Great 17.2 4.1 45 
Good deal 17.3 3.0 63 F = 0.5 N.S, 
Moderate 17.0 3.3 46 r = 
.086 N.S. 
Little 16.2 4.1 25 
None 16.4 6.5 5 
Total Great 17.5 3.6 81 
Good deal 16.8 3.1 117 F = 2.5 p<.05 
Moderate 16.9 3.0 95 r = 
.149 p<.01 
Little 15.8 3.6 53 
None 15.6 5.1 12 
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Table 59. Dyadic cohesion subscale scores as a function of father's 
occupation 
Sample Father's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 17. 5 0. 7 2 
Unskilled workman 12. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 15. 6 2. 1 18 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 15. 0 3. 3 33 
Farmer 16. 9 2. 8 32 
Clerical or sales 
position 16. 5 3. 3 11 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 15. 4 3. 7 15 
Professional or manager 17. 7 3. 1 60 
Don't know or unemployed 16. 0 2. 6 5 
Unskilled workman 6. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 16. 6 4. 1 18 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 17. 1 3. 4 30 
Farmer 17. 3 3. 4 39 
Clerical or sales 
position 18. 0 3. 3 8 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 16. 1 2. 5 16 
Professional or manager 17. 3 3. 8 66 
Don't know or unemployed 16. 4 2. 3 7 
Unskilled workman 9. 0 4. 2 2 
Semiskilled workman 16. 1 3. 2 36 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 16. 0 3. 5 63 
Farmer 17. 1 3. 1 71 
Clerical or sales 
position 17. 1 3. 3 19 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 15. 8 3. 1 31 
Professional or manager 17. 5 3. 5 126 
F = 3.4 p<.01 
F = 1.: N.S. 
F = 3.6 p<.001 
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Table 60. Marital adjustment scores as a function of year of marriage 
Sample Year of marriage Mean S.D. N 
Males 1965 126. ,0 0 1 
1966 115. 0 0 1 
1968 135. ,0 0 1 
1969 102. 3 8. 1 3 
1970 116, .5 7. ,8 2 
1971 104. 0 6. 0 4 
1972 110. 0 15. ,2 5 
1973 110. 4 14. ,1 16 
1974 109. 6 13. 1 15 
1975 Ill, .4 12. ,6 25 
1976 115. 9 9. 1 42 
1977 117, .7 12. ,5 55 
Females 1965 121, .0 0 1 
1966 130. ,0 0 1 
1968 113, ,7 24. 0 3 
1969 91. ,8 29. 0 4 
1970 96. 0 46. 7 2 
1971 105. 0 5. 6 3 
1972 Ill, .3 13. 0 6 
1973 111, .8 9. 3 15 
1974 112, .6 15. 1 16 
1975 111. 1 13. 6 26 
1976 119, .9 11. 4 44 
1977 117. 4 12. 2 52 
Total 1965 123. 5 3. 5 2 
1966 122. ,5 10. 6 2 
1968 119. ,0 22. 3 4 
1969 96. ,3 21. ,8 7 
1970 106. 3 29. 8 4 
1971 104. 2 5. 3 7 
1972 110. 7 13. ,4 11 
1973 Ill, .1 11. 8 31 
1974 111. 2 14. 0 31 
1975 Ill, .3 13, .0 51 
1976 118, ,0 10. 4 86 
1977 117, .6 12, ,3 107 
F = 2.0 
r = .173 
p<.05 
p<.05 
F = 2.8 
r = .238 
p<.01 
SK.OOl 
F = 4.0 
r = .208 
p<.001 
p<.001 
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Table 61. Marital adjustment : scores as a function of number of children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 115.4 11.8 127 
1 111.5 12.5 28 F = 1.9 N.S. 
2 109.8 12.2 13 r = -.177 p<.01 
3 105.0 29.7 2 
Females 0 117.3 11.9 125 
1 110.2 16.5 33 F = 6.7 p<.001 
2 108.3 13.6 13 r = -.304 p<.001 
3 86.0 49.5 2 
Total 0 116.4 11.9 252 
1 110.8 14.7 61 F = 7.9 p<.001 
2 109.1 12.6 26 r = -.245 p<.D01 
3 95.5 35.1 4 
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Table 62. Marital adjustment scores as a function of influence of re­
ligion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Maies 
Females 
Total 
Great 122.9 10.8 34 
Good deal 112.1 10.8 52 
Moderate 112.5 12.3 49 
F = 6.7 p<.001 
Little 112.0 10.7 27 
r = 
.290 p<.001 
None 106.1 15.2 7 
Great 117.5 14.6 44 
Good deal 116.4 11.3 60 F = 1.7 N.S. 
Moderate 113.4 12.6 42 r = 
.182 p<.01 
Little 108.7 18.5 21 
None 112.4 28.3 5 
Great 119.9 13.3 78 
Good deal 114.4 11.3 112 F = 5.4 p<.001 
Moderate 113.0 12.4 91 r = 
.233 p<.001 
Little 110.6 14.6 48 
None 108.8 20.7 12 
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Table 63. Marital adjustment scores as a function of church attendance 
Sample Church attendance Mean S.D. N 
Males Once a week 118.7 12.4 45 
Twice a month 113.9 10.8 19 
Once a month 113.4 14.6 9 F = 2.1 N.S. 
Occasionally 112.0 13.1 36 r = .216 p<.01 
Rarely 113.4 10.9 41 
Never. 109.7 11.1 19 
Females Once a week 117.8 12.4 52 
Twice a month 118.5 14.4 15 
Once a month 107.9 16.6 14 F = 2.0 N.S. 
Occasionally 113.7 15.3 40 r = .145 p<.05 
Rarely 115.7 11,1 36 
Never 108.9 18.8 15 
Total Once a week 118.2 12.3 97 
Twice a month 116.0 12.5 34 
Once a month 110.0 15.8 23 F = 3.5 p<.01 
Occasionally 112.9 14.3 76 r = .178 p<.001 
Rarely 114.5 11.0 77 
Never 109.3 14.7 34 
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Table 64. Marital adjustment scores as a function of father's occupation 
Sample Father's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don * t know or unemployed 115. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 110. 4 8 .4 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 109. 0 12 .5 32 
Farmer 114. 5 12 .2 32 
Clerical or sales 
position 111. 5 12 .8 11 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 115. 8 13 .1 15 
Professional or manager 117. 9 12 .0 59 
Don't know or unemployed 119. 3 7 .8 4 
Unskilled workman 63. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 114. 5 8 .7 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 117. 2 16 .2 27 
Farmer 115. 6 13 .3 36 
Clerical or sales 
position 116. 1 17 .1 7 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 113. 3 16 .8 16 
Professional or manager 114. 4 13 .4 63 
Don't know or unemployed 118. 4 7 .1 5 
Unskilled workman 63. 0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 112. 4 8 .7 34 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 112. 8 14 .8 59 
Farmer 115. 1 12 .7 68 
Clerical or sales 
position 113. 3 14 .3 18 
Proprietor 114. 5 15 .0 31 
Professional or manager 116. 1 12 .8 122 
F = 2.3 p<.05 
F = 2.2 p<.05 
F = 2.9 p<.ni 
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Table 65. Anomie scale scores as a function of geographical area 
Sample Geographical area Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Rural 29.3 18.2 42 
Small town 36.1 16.9 46 
Small city- 39.9 17.3 31 F = 2.7 p<.05 
Suburb 35.5 13.7 13 
Large city 40.6 15.9 35 
Rural 30.9 16.0 48 
Small town 36.5 15.3 40 
Small city 34.8 14.8 39 F = 0.4 N.S. 
Suburb 35.8 14.4 24 
Large city 35.9 14.0 32 
Rural 30.1 17.0 90 
Small town 36.2 16.1 86 
Small city 37.1 16.1 70 F = 3.3 p<.05 
Suburb 35.7 14.0 37 
Large city 38.4 15.1 67 
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Table 66. Anomie scale scores as a function of religious preference 
Sample Religious preference Mean S.D. N 
Males Catholic 
Protestant 
37.0 
33.3 
15.0 
17.1 
22 
90 
Jewish 11.0 0 1 F = 2. ,3 N.S. 
None 42.1 14.3 36 
Other 37.6 23.7 17 
Females Catholic 36.0 15.2 46 
Protestant 
None 
32.6 
44.3 
14.3 
13.9 
107 
21 
F = 5. 2 p<.01 
Other 25.3 15.3 9 
Total Catholic 36.4 15.0 68 
Protestant 
Jewish 
32.9 
11.0 
15.6 
0 
197 
1 
F = 5. ,2 p<.001 
None 42.9 14.1 57 
Other 33.4 21.7 26 
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Table 67. Anomie scale scores as a function of influence of religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Great 21.2 18.3 36 
Good deal 34.2 12.6 51 F = 15.3 
Moderate 42.0 13.5 46 r = 
-.504 
Little 45.0 15.9 28 
None 52.3 14.8 6 
Great 23.7 15.0 45 
Good deal 34.7 12.5 64 F = 14.2 
Moderate 36.7 11.4 44 r = 
-. 468 
Little 46.7 13.4 25 
None 46.8 19.5 5 
Great 22.6 16.5 81 
Good deal 34.5 12.5 115 F = 29.0 
Moderate 39.4 12.7 90 r = 
-.488 
Little 45.8 14.7 53 
None 49.8 16.4 11 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
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Table 68. Anomie scale scores as a function of church attendance 
Sample Church attendance Mean S.D. N 
Males Once a week 24.3 17.8 44 
Twice a month 39.3 14.2 19 
Once a month • 37.4 15.9 9 F = 6.6 p<. 001 
Occasionally 39.8 15.4 38 r = -.358 p<. 001 
Rarely 40.2 15.0 38 
Never 43.1 16.0 19 
Females Once a week 26.2 15.4 54 
Twice a month 31.8 11.1 16 
Once a month 36.9 11.3 14 F = 7.8 p<. 001 
Occasionally 34.5 12.7 42 r = -.410 p<. 001 
Rarely 41.5 13.6 42 
Never 44.5 15.7 15 
Total Once a week 25.4 16.5 98 
Twice a month 35.8 13.3 35 
Once a month 37.1 13.0 23 F = 13.5 p<. 001 
Occasionally 37.0 14.2 80 r = -.384 p<. 001 
Rarely 40.9 14.2 80 
Never 43.7 15.7 34 
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Table 69. Anomie scale scores as a function of father's occupation 
Sample Father's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 19 .0 11. 3 2 
Unskilled workman 41 .0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 43 .4 13. 0 18 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 40 .5 15. 6 32 
Farmer 27 .3 16. 8 30 
Clerical or sales 
position 46 .8 11. 7 10 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 32 . 6 17. 9 14 
Professional or manager 34 .9 18. 2 58 
Don't know or unemployed 21 .3 22. 1 4 
Unskilled workman 19 .0 0 1 
Semiskilled workman 29 .4 15. 0 17 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 41 .3 13. 7 31 
Farmer 31 .3 15. 5 39 
Clerical or sales 
position 37 .4 13. 9 9 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 39 .4 11. 3 15 
Professional or manager 34 .1 14. 8 66 
Don't know or unemployed 20 .5 17. 9 6 
Unskilled workman 30 .0 15. 6 2 
Semiskilled workman 36 . 6 15. 6 35 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 40 .9 14. 6 63 
Farmer 29 .4 16. 1 69 
Clerical or sales 
position 42 .4 13. 3 19 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 36 .1 15. 0 29 
Professional or manager 34 .5 16. 4 124 
F = 3.2 p<.01 
F = 2.4 p<.05 
F = 4.0 p<.001 
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Table 70. Anomie scale scores as a function of mother's occupation 
Sample Mother's occupation Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Don't know or unemployed 25. 0 13 .1 3 
Homemaker 34. 2 17 .3 84 
Unskilled workman 38. 8 11 .1 4 
Semiskilled workman 36. 8 6 .6 4 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 55. 3 18 . 6 4 
Clerical or sales 
position 39. 9 16 . 6 38 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 34. 3 13 .9 4 
Professional or manager 34. 5 19 . 6 25 
Homemaker 33. 2 15 .3 102 
Unskilled workman 45. 3 12 .3 7 
Semiskilled workman 35. 3 16 .2 12 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 44. 5 13 .4 2 
Clerical or sales 
position 35. 4 14 .1 33 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 49. 3 6 .0 3 
Professional or manager 31. 6 13 .8 21 
Don't know or unemployed 25. 0 13 .1 3 
Homemaker 33. 6 16 .2 186 
Unskilled workman 42. 9 11 .8 11 
Semiskilled workman 35. 6 14 .2 16 
Skilled workman or 
foreman 51. 7 16 .6 6 
Clerical or sales 
position 37. 8 15 .5 71 
Proprietor (except 
farm) 40. 7 13 .2 7 
Professional or manager 31. 2 17 .1 46 
F = 1.4 N.S. 
F = 1.6 N.S. 
F = 2.2 p<.05 
Table 71. Social desirability scale scores as a function of influence of 
religion 
Sample Influence of religion Mean S.D. N 
Males Great 137.9 27.2 36 
Good deal 129.9 22.8 51 F. = 2.7 p<.05 
Moderate 122.9 17.2 46 r = 
.168 p<.05 
Little 131.6 23.6 28 
None 117.9 25.3 7 
Females Great 138.4 26.2 44 
Good deal 132.3 25.2 63 F = 3.0 p<.05 
Moderate 122.0 19.3 43 r = 
.221 p<.001 
Little 125.6 21.7 25 
None 122.8 36.1 5 
Total Great 138.2 26.5 80 
Good deal 131.2 24.1 114 F = 5.5 p<.001 
Moderate 122.5 18.1 89 r = 
.196 p<.001 
Little 128.8 22.7 53 
None 119.9 28.8 12 
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Table 72. Idealized attributional style scores as a function of number of 
children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 5.0 13.5 125 
1 1.8 13.0 31 F = 1.5 N.S. 
2 1.1 16.0 13 r = -.147 p<.05 
3 -11.0 22.6  2 
Females 0 4.1 12.3 124 
1 0.7 15.2 31 F = 1.6 N.S. 
2 -1.9 18.2 13, r = -.168 p<.05 
3 -8.0 0 2 
Total 0 4.6 12.9 249 
1 1.2 14.0 62 F = 3.1 p<.05 
2 -0.4 16.9 26 r = -.157 p<.01 
3 -9.5 13.2 4 
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Table 73. Idealized attributional style scores as a function of religious 
preference 
Sample Religious preference Mean S.D. N 
Males Catholic 4.5 7.8 22 
Protestant 4.1 14.4 92 
Jewish -3.0 0 1 F = 0.2 N.S. 
None 2.6 15.1 36 
Other 3.9 14.9 17 
Females Catholic 1.2 14.1 44 
Protestant 4.6 13.1 100 p<.05 F = 3.4 
None 2.8 11.8 19 
Other -11.0 7.4 7 
Catholic 2.3 12.4 66 
Protestant 4.3 13.7 192 
Jewish -3.0 0 1 
None 2.7 13.9 55 
Other -0.5 14.7 24 
186 
Table 74. Marital idealization scores as a function of number of children 
Sample Number of children Mean S.D. N 
Males 0 10.9 18.7 110 F = 1.9 N.S. 
1 5.6 20.2 22 r = 
-.162 p<.05 
2 1.5 16.5 13 
Females 0 11.8 21.3 107 
1 5.5 24.4 24 F = 2.3 N.S. 
2 -4.9 30.9 12 r = -.213 p<.01 
3 -2.0 0 1 
Total 0 11.3 20.0 217 
1 5.6 22.3 46 F = 3.6 p<. 05 
2 -1.6 24.2 25 r = -.190 p<.00] 
3 -2.0 0 1 
187 
Table 75. Marital idealization scores as a function of income 
Sample. Income Mean S.D. N 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Under 2999 -1. 4 16.8 5 
3000-4999 8. 4 18.4 20 
5000-6999 7. 9 18.6 30 
7000-8999 13. 0 16.7 24 
9000-10999 8. 6 20.5 33 
11000-12999 11. 9 12.8 17 
13000-14999 13. 0 28.9 6 
15000-16999 26. 5 40.3 2 
17000 or more 6. 8 19.8 5 
Under 2999 0. 9 15.4 7 
3000-4999 16. 6 27.1 23 
5000-6999 9. 9 15.0 22 
7000-8999 10. 9 21.1 29 
9000-10999 9. 6 22.5 32 
11000-12999 10. 1 25.1 15 
13000-14999 -3. 6 20.8 5 
15000-16999 -55. 5 48.8 2 
17000 or more 10. 6 1.8 5 
Under 2999 -0. 1 15.3 12 
3000-4999 12. 8 23.6 43 
5000-6999 8. 8 17.0 52 
7000-8999 11. 8 19.1 53 
9000-10999 9. 1 21.3 65 
11000-12999 11. 1 19.2 32 
13000-14999 5. 5 25.8 11 
15000-16999 -14. 5 59.8 4 
17000 or more 8. 7 13.4 10 
F = 0.6 N.S. 
r = .092 . N.S. 
F = 2.9 p<.01 
r = -.139 N.S. 
F = 1.3 N.S. 
r = -.035 N.S. 
